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1-310-001

1-310-002

From: Dennis Shaw [mailto:shawdennis@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, April 15, 2010 8:17 PM

To: SR 520 Bridge SDEIS

Cc: Hannele Ruohola-Baker; david baker

Subject: SR520

Comments on the SR 520 replacement.

Regarding the proposed SR 520 replacement, serious consideration needs to be
given to incorporation of rail transit, and less surface area for traffic. Limitations
of the I-5 corridor traffic capacity and undesirability of additional single occupancy
vehicles as well as the desire and ultimate need to decrease the carbon footprint
all support expansion of rail.

Replacement of SR 520 needs to be with anticipation of the next 100 years in
mobility, and sustainability, integrating with the technology of the future. Work on
what would be the intersecting north-south rail line has already begun.

Furthermore the impact of greater traffic onto a widen Montlake Blvd [option A]
will have a significant negative impact on the adjacent neighborhood. The current
4 lanes of traffic already impacts the walkablility and biking experience but is
within a width and is with mature trees that keep it livable. Additional lanes and
roadway width would turn Montlake Blvd into an 'Aurora Ave' experience; a huge
noisy scar. Any additional northwardly directed traffic should be tunneled.

Regards,
Dennis Shaw & Julie Howe

2023 E Louisa St
Seattle, WA
2023 E Louisa St
Seattle, WA
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I-311-001

1-311-002

I-311-003

1-311-004

1-311-005

From: Walter Oelwein [mailto:walterc1@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, March 31, 2010 1:46 PM

To: SR 520 Bridge SDEIS

Subject: Walter Oelweins SDEIS comments

Dear WSDOT,

Please find attached my specific feedback in regards to the Supplemental Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) for the 520 replacement project.

| have found several issues with the document that | would consider inaccurate,
insufficient, problematic, not exploring alternatives, and biased toward the Option
A, and against Option K. Many analyses make little sense and call into question
the accuracy of the work behind the SDEIS and calling into question whether this
document meets the requirements of the SDEIS: To inform the public of the
environmental impact of the project. It does not accomplish this basic task, and
in fact, appears to attempt to hide the environmental impact of the project.

Amongst my many issues with the document are the following:

--The 520 project has no apparent designer. It instead is default roadway
expansion + occasional mitigation. This does not meet the level of “design”, so
all references to “design” need to be stricken and replaced with a more accurate
term: “default roadway expansion”. If you have an actual designer or firm who
would like to take credit for the default roadway expansion, then this needs to be
cited. Please observe how it is more accurate to use “default roadway
expansion” instead of “design.” Please make indicate in the SDEIS: “We did not
enlist any expert design help, instead we just put down a wider road and tried to
sell it to people. That is, until they offered ideas to improve it.”

--Safety apparently is not an issue. If safety is the main justification for the
project, as is repeatedly cited in the executive summary, then you need to take
more seriously the “no build” option, and identify options for fixing the existing
bridge.

--No real improvement, calling into question the whole exercise. There
seems to be no indication of how this project actually improves things. | would
expect that an investment at this level would actually improve things
significantly. If you can’t improve traffic, then at least improve the environment.
A tunnel in the Portage Bay/Montlake area would do this, but this idea seems to
have been rejected with no justification, although a study done in 2007 shows
that it is indeed possible and would indeed make vast improvements in noise,
visual quality, recreation, etc. This omission limits any opportunity for actual
improvement of the area. There needs to be an argument in the document that
actually says that this will improve things. Noise levels should significantly
improve, visual quality should significantly improve, recreation should improve,
etc. Other than the proposed lids, | see nothing that would indicate that this is a
21% century transportation corridor.
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1-311-006

I1-311-007

I-311-008

1-311-009

1-311-010

I-311-011

I1-311-012

--Bus transportation seems much worse. The new bus situation seems very
flimsy. It appears that you will just work it out later. This is a major issue with the
new freeway default roadway expansion (see — you can say “default roadway
expansion” instead of “design” and it makes more sense. Try it!) In addition, you
repeatedly cite that it is Montlake residents that made this suggestion to remove
the freeway stop in order to narrow the corridor, as if to punish them for trying to
identify ways to make the freeway design better. If you want to play that game,
you have to cite who made the suggestion to make it a much wider freeway, who
made the suggestion to not do the tunnel, who made the suggestion not to add
light-rail, who made the suggestion to put a second drawbridge, who made the
suggestion to add a 7" lane over the Portage Bay bridge, etc. Itindicates that
you don’t have a proper designer, and instead are in combat with the
constituencies rather than identifying great ways to improve the area. C’'mon —
you can’t design a way to have a good way for the downtown buses to stop at
Montlake?

--Eastbound traffic backed up to 1-405? C’mon! The one area where you say
this project will improve traffic significantly is flat out wrong. You cite that your
traffic models show that traffic will back up eastbound 520 to 1-405 with up to 90
minute delays, and that the new bridge configuration will reduce this
significantly. Currently, there are never any back-ups to 1-405 on eastbound 520
—ever. Never, ever. This is the one interchange that doesn’t get backed up —
ever—, yet you are using this scenario (somehow it will manifest) as a main
argument for how things are going to improve traffic-wise. This default roadway
expansion doesn’t even make sense as expansion.

--Visual Impact Study Flawed: The visual impact study does not seem bourn of
reality, and has peculiar pro-Option A bias, when it is clearly the worst design. |
have attached my version of the visual impact study from a local resident’s
perspective. It also misses a major viewpoint area: E. Shelby Street in the
Portage Bay/Roanoke Park Neighborhood.

--Do you think it’s time to study the impact of the Montlake Bridge going
up? This has been cited many times by others, but the fact that you haven’t
studied Montlake bridge traffic during off-peak times — precisely when the
Montlake Bridge has to go up — indicates a faulty, incomplete SDEIS. Very
commonly on weekends, traffic is backed up more than a mile, and pedestrians
can walk faster than cars can drive. Yet you don’t take this into account. This
needs to be documented before you can move forward on the project. This is a
major source of contention that demonstrates your anti-Option K and pro-Option
A bias.

--Foster Island worse-off with Option K? C’mon! Somehow, Option K, with
the land bridge over Foster Island, is repeatedly cited as having the worst
environmental impact on the Island, while Option A, which doubles the size of the
existing freeway on the island, is cited as having the least impact. This makes no
sense and needs to be revised for the document to have any validity.
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1-311-013

I-311-014

I-311-015

1-311-016

I-311-017

1-311-018

--The impact of tolling is not sufficient: Your analysis on tolling seems to
indicate that this has a limited impact on actual traffic patterns. You need to
indicate that this is pure speculation. It seems obvious to me that a $5 roundtrip
toll would have an impact on traffic more than what your analysis indicates, and
even without HOV, more people would carpool, making the existing footprint
sufficient. This indicates that you have manipulated the results to diminish the
impact of tolling to justify the larger default roadway expansion.

--Admit and document your mistakes: | would expect that WSDOT be more
humble about the mistakes it has made in the past about 520. It was a tragedy
that WSDOT put in a freeway through parkland, neighborhoods and left
incomplete ramps for 50 years. This project should have been a concerted effort
to re-design this corridor, and instead we get default-roadway expansion.
WSDOT, where it has improved the designs, needs to indicate that it was not
WSDOT who made the improvement suggestions, but concerned local
residents. There needs to be an explicit statement that WSDOT did not make
any design improvements until local residents suggested improvements. It also
needs to indicate that this indicates that WSDOT has no design capacity and the
local residents do. Really — why that dynamic? Didn’t WSDOT know that it was
a failed corridor already, and why didn’t it start out of the gate with, “We want to
make a design that makes sense for this space — we have enlisted top designers
and here are the best ideas for it.” Instead, we get a kicking and screaming
WSDOT trying to shoehorn its default roadway expansion.

--What’s up with your Pacific Street Analysis? Your analysis of the Pacific
Street intersection does not seem bourn of reality. Option K makes provides
much more through-put, has no delays due to bridge closures (for freeway traffic)
and reduces the total number of stop-lights that a freeway bound car needs to
deal with. Yet you seem to think that the Option A configuration is still better.

--The second Montlake bridge is awkward and ugly. Admit it. The second
Montlake bridge is just going to look funny and ruin the now-historical views.
Admit it.

--What about the surface streets that serve as a proxy for 520? You have no
traffic analyses of the major surface streets (Fuhrman/Boyer and Delmar/Lynn)
that people use currently as a proxy and cut-through for the freeway. With
tolling, increased traffic, you need to indicate the impact of traffic on these
streets. Really, I'd like to know!

--And many more! (see attached)

| have provided many specific comments on the SDEIS and accompanying
discipline reports. Please review them with care so that the 520 project is one
that reflects the values and hopes that an investment of this size would justify,
and that a revised document that reflect the realities of the project can emerge.

All comments reference the .pdf page number.
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.pdf page [Comment |Commentor
Section number |[Number [Name Comment Objection
I-311-020
The term "desgin” is used 151 times in the SDEIS. However, the term "designer” is
used zero times. The term "architect" is used zero times. This means that there was
not a designer or an architect. Therefore, the "design” options cannot be called a
Executive 151 Walter design. A design requires a designer. A different term such as "default roadway
Summary locations |1 Oelwein schemes provided by transportation department staffers” should be to be used. No support
I-311-021 " " " " i "
Anywhere there is a discussion of the safety issues, you should be advocating just
tearing down the bridge as an alternative, as has been articulately described by
Knute Berger in the www.crosscut.com blog on March 4. After all, if the bridge were |Specific
to have a collapse, and not exist, we should know what it would look like. A serious |design
analysis is in order. It may be that this would, in fact, be the best situation: The local |alternatives
built and not built environment would improve, publich transportation options would  |that would
improve across |-90, and a sudden de-emphasis on cars would ensue. Employment |reduce
centers would shift. This SDEIS, since it poses the likely scenario of a bridge failure, [impacts but
Executive Walter must provide this analysis for this document to be complete. Call it the "bridge no  |were not
Summary Overall |2 Qelwein more" scenario. considered
I-311-022
There is no analysis of how this bridge reflects the values of the state and city.
There is discussion on how there are economic and transportation needs, but there
is no discussion on why this bridge is the best way to meet these needs and it
squares with the image the city and state project. Itis my understanding that
Washington State and Seattle want to be viewed as enviornmentally friendly, socially
forward, economically advanced and technology smart. In what way does this bridge
reflect these. It seems to say more, "1950's-style reliance on cars, mitigated by
buses for lower income people, no regard to car exhaust or pollution." | believe that |Omits or
a discussion needs to be included to understand why a bridge and not some other  |ignores
Executive Walter set of solutions? The debate is purely on the level of cars, more cars or most cars  |important
Summary Overall |3 Oelwein (and some busses). info
I-311-023
There is no discussion on how a freeway going through a sensitive area is the best
way to meet economic and transportation needs. It appears that no analysis was
done as to what impact a large roadway has on a local community and parkland, and
whether this adds or detracts value. There is an a priori assumption that a large
freeway is of economic benefit, when this isn't necessarily the case. Vancouver has
no large freeways going through its downtown, yet the city has thrived over the
years, in many ways exceeding Seattle. Portland has demonstrated that adding
transit and not roads and managing growth has not had a negative impact on
economic growth. San Francisco has not cut open large sections of its Omits or
neighborhoods, and yet still is able to manage transportation and achieve growth.  |ignores
Executive Walter There needs fo be analysis as to why a freeway going through parks and residential |important
Summary 4 Oelwein neighborhoods is actually necessary, and what the alternatives could be. info
e Omission: In the "introduction and project overview" section, page 2, it indicates
deficiencies with the 520 bridge (vulnerable to earthquakes, aging). It omits other  |Omits or
major deficiencies: The aesthetic design was poor. It was an affront to parkland and |ignores
Executive Section Walter neighborhoods, is noisy, creates environmental damage, and is considered a failure |important
Summary 1:3 5 Oelwein  [as an urban freeway. info
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1-311-025 Omission: "The new design options are the result of a public process created to
address concerns about the original range of alternatives and design options." The
SDEIS omits the actual designers and design process to creating a great freeway ~ |Omits or
design. This statement implies that the mitigation group was the designer. This ignores
Executive Section Walter cannot be correct, since the group provided design criteria for designers to work with |important
Summary 1:4 6 Qelwein in proposing designs. info
I-311-026
Omission: "The Supplemental Draft EIS contains additional detail on construction
techniques and on mitigation measures". This omits the design efforts made to
meet the requirements agreed by the mediation group. It skips from design
requirements from the mediation group to mitigation. Therefore there was no actual |Omits or
design. The options provided cannot be called "designs” and has to use a different  |ignores
Executive Section Walter word (i.e., default standard roadway) or indicate who the designers are and when  |important
Summary 1:4 7 Oelwein annd how their design process took place. info
1-311-027 Omission: "Today, the 4-milelong project corridor includes the interchange at
Montlake Boulevard and ramps connecting to Lake Washington Boulevard, both in
Seattle." This omits that there are several "ramps to nowhere" that have invaded the |Omits or
arboretum (parkland) space and have been ignored by WashDOT. This description |ignores
Executive Section Walter is incomplete in that it implies that the ramps are all functional, and not the result of |important
Summary 1:4 8 Oelwein botched efforts by previous efforts by WashDOT. info
Omission. "Narrow shoulders and the Tack of an HOV lane mean that a single
1:311-028 breakdown can snarl traffi ¢ for hours, while buses and carpools creep along with
general-purpose fraffic in the resulting congestion." This omits another point: There
is no high-speed transporationon or rail options in this this critical corridor with high  |Omits or
demand. This statement implies that the only possible method for crossing the ignores
Executive Section Walter bridge is via car, HOV, or bus, when this is not the only way to get people across the |important
Summary 1:4 9 Oelwein bridge. info
1311029 Omission: "In addition, the Portage Bay Bridge and both the west and east
approaches to the Evergreen Point Bridge are supported by hollow columns that are
especially vulnerable to damage in an earthquake." Whoever designed this made a
big mistake. It must be indicated that the same organization who made this mistake |Omits or
will not be making the same mistake. You must include who made the mistake, and |ignores
Executive Section Walter what expertise is being employed to make sure it doesn't happen again and how important
Summary 1:4 10 Oelwein WashDOT has sufficient expertise now to prevent a similar mistake. info
I-311-030
Omission: Neighborhoods and the region as a whole must be better served by
reliable infrastructure, yet the built and natural environment must be protected as
much as possible from the potential effects of a major transportation corridor." This
is not correct. This implies that the project is doing as much as possible to protect
the natural and built environment. The members of the mediation group identified
ways that this is not applicable, and several ideas that would expand and improve
the natural and built environment were rejected without study (such as a tunnel/tube)
by WashDOT. A more apt statement would be, "The WashDOT staffers will consider
the natural and built environmnet, but are placing a higher priority to expand the
tranporation cooridor, and will be sacrificing the natural and built environment, as this
reflects the priorities of WashDOT. You could also add, "WashDOT is uniquely
Executive Section Walter qualified to lay down roads, but is not qualified to protect the natural and built Error or
Summary 1:4 11 Oelwein enviornment." This is a more accurate statement. Incorrect
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R0 Omission. Two reasons are cited for why the project is needed now. You should
add a third: New opportunities in high-speed rail transit (namely Sound Transit at
Montlake) have emerged since the original project was conceived, and we need to
maximize the effectiveness of this opportunity with this project. You should add a
fourth: New technologies that have been used in other parts of the world allow for
integrating transportation cooridors with environmentally sensitive and valuable
locations, and this project afford to take care of this. You should add a fifth: Itis
time to rectify the 50 year old poor design that has created noise, pollution, poor Omits or
aesthetics that have detracted from the historical character and parkland of the ignores
Executive Section Walter space, and has been an overall negative for the Seattle area in terms of prestige and |important
Summary 1:4 12 Qelwein  [quality of life. info
I-311-032
Omission: There is no mention as to why NOT to do the project now. For example:
We do not have a design that meets the project needs. We have not tried to find a
design that meets the project needs. The nearby residents do not believe that
WashDOT has sufficiently considered options that meet the design needs. The
interchanges being proposed do not solve the problems outlined. The projecthas  |[Omits or
not considered how to integrate or expand Sound Transit's light rail line. These are |ignores
Executive Section Walter good reasons NOT to do the project, and needs to be stated if you are stating important
Summary 1:4 13 Oelwein reasons to do the project. info
Omis or
I-311-033 ignores
important
Omission: It makes it clear that the bridge can be rehabilitated to withstand greater  |info;
wind speed. However, it is not stated why the entire bridge needs to be re-built. Itis [Confusion
not stated why replacement is needed instead of doing another rehabilitation to get  |over long
Executive Section Walter to the design standard. This would certainly be less expensive and faster to term and
Summary 1:6 14 Oelwein accomplish (thus safer). short term
1-311-034 Omission: By saying columns are vulnerable to earthquakes, this indicates that
columns are a bad design to begin with. This section implies that columns are the ~ |Omits or
only option to replace the bridge, when a tube or tunnel (potentially less vulnerable to [ignores
Executive Section Walter earthquakes) are an option. The omission: With all of our proposed designs, we are  |important
Summary 1:7 15 Oelwein repeating the same bad designs (high columns) that created this crisis. info
Omits or
1-311-035 ignores
important
Omission: "This makes it imperative that commuters be provided with travel choices |info;
that allow them to avoid driving alone, and that the proposed project be built to Confusion
support increased use of transit and HOVs." It needs to be stated that WashDOT  |over long
Executive Section Walter has made no effort to identify the best transit for the project, and has assumed HOV [term and
Summary 1:8 16 Oelwein and Buses as the only options. This failure has caused delays to the project. short term
1-311-036 "Congestion generates pollutants from idling vehicles, which are much less effi cient
than vehicles operating at higher speeds." This implies that cars are the primary and
encouraged mode of transporation, versus other options. This is not necessarily Omits or
true. No car would cause less pollution than a car. This section needs to explain ignores
that WashDOT has assumed that cars are the preffered method of transport, and is  [important
discouraging less polluting options (such as rail) in the design process. In doing this, [info;
WashDOT has assumed in increased pollution via cars over the next 50 years. A |Confusion
better discussion would be to say, this bridge replacement has the opportunity to over long
Executive Section Walter reflect our values going forward, and not in the past." Or, it could say, "WashDOT  [term and
Summary 1:8 17 Oelwein sees cars as the only viable transportation options." short term
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-311-037 This section misrepresents the accomplishments. It states that these are
accomplishments, but only lists the features. An accomplishment is a measurable
change in a key metric. So "designed to current wind standards" should change to
Executive Section Walter "Move the bridge from wind 77mph wind standard to 92 wind standard." (or whatever |Error or
Summary 1:8 18 Oelwein the new metric the bridge would be) - it's unknown since it's vague and not listed.  |Incorrect
1-311-038 This section misrepresents the accomplishments. It states that these are
accomplishments, but only lists the features. An accomplishment is a measurable
change in a key metric. So "New Portage Bay and west and east approach bridges
designed to current seismic standards." should change to "Change the ability to
Executive Section Walter withstand a 6.0 earthquake to a 6.8 earthquake." (or whatever the new metric the Error or
Summary 1:8 19 Oelwein bridge would be) - it's unknown since it's vague and not listed. Incorrect
L311.030 This section is misrepresents information. It states the accomplishments, but only
lists the features. An accomplishment is a measurable change in a key metric. So
"Four general-purpose lanes and two HOV lanes, providing increased mobility and
reliability for transit and carpools as well as for general-purpose vehicles." should
change to "Current throughput of x cars and y busses to a cars and b busses. (or
Executive Section Walter whatever the new metric the bridge would be) - it's unknown since it's vague and not |Error or
Summary 1:8 20 Oelwein listed. Incorrect
I-311-040
This section misrepresents the accomplishments. It states that these are
accomplishments, but only lists the features. An accomplishment is a measurable
change in a key metric. So "Four general-purpose lanes and two HOV lanes,
providing increased mobility and reliability for transit and carpools as well as for
general-purpose vehicles." should change to "Current throughput of x cars and y
Executive Section Walter busses to a cars and b busses. (or whatever the new metric the bridge would be) --  |Error or
Summary 1:8 21 Qelwein it's unknown since it's vague and not listed. Incorrect
I-311-041
This section misrepresents the accomplishments. It states that these are
accomplishments, but only lists the features. An accomplishment is a measurable
change in a key metric. So "Landscaped lids over sections of the highway to
reconnect neighborhoods." should change to "Create X acerages of parkland where
Executive Section Walter there are currently freeway crevasses (or whatever the new metric the bridge would |Error or
Summary 1:8 22 Qelwein be) - it's unknown since it's vague and not listed. Incorrect
ThiS Seclion misrepresents the accomplishments. Tt states that ese are
1-311-042 accomplishments, but only lists the features. An accomplishment is a measurable
change in a key metric. So "A regional bicycle/pedestrian path across Lake
Washington with connections to existing bicycle and pedestrian facilities." should
change to "Create 2 miles of bike lanes where there are currently no bike lanes
Executive Section Walter creating an estimated x bike commuters across the lake" -- it's unknown since it's Error or
Summary 1:8 23 Qelwein  |vague and not listed. Incorrect
1-311-043 This section misrepresents the accomplishments. It states that these are
accomplishments, but only lists the features. An accomplishment is a measurable
change in a key metric. So "Stormwater treatment to improve the quality of runoff
Executive Section Walter from SR 520, which is currently not treated." should change to "Reduce runoff of x  |Error or
Summary 1:8 24 Oelwein polluted gallons per year" -- it's unknown since it's vague and not listed. Incorrect
This section misrepresents the accomplishments. It states that these are
f-311-044 accomplishments, but only lists the features. An accomplishment is a measurable
change in a key metric. So "Noise reduction features, which could include noise
walls and/or quieter, rubberized asphalt pavement" should change to "Reduce noise
Executive Section Walter in the surrounding neighborhoods by x %" -- it's unknown since it's vague and not  |Error or
Summary 1:8 25 Oelwein listed. Incorrect
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SISt In this section, it lists the accomplishments, but what does the project not
accomplish? This omission needs to be included: Does not restore the arboretum  |Omits or
from the land-grab of the 60's. Does not maximize the historic character of the ignores
Executive Section Walter neighborhoods. Does not interconnect the Sound Transit station. There are many  |important
Summary 1:8 26 Oelwein things that this project design fails to do, and they need to be listed. info
A0 In this section, 1t lists the accomplishments, but it does not list the metrics that it
makes worse: It introduces more cars in to the neighborhoods and the arboretum, it
increases the amount of break dust into the air, it increases the carbon footprint that |Omits or
the bridge brings, it introduces an ugly bridge to a historic vista, it creates greater ignores
Executive Section Walter shadows and footprint on sensitive lands. These need to be included in the important
Summary 1:8 27 Oelwein executive summary, with metrics. info
1-311-047 pmits or
ignores
important
info; Specific
You need to include the "good" things that could happen by not building: "Can design
identify ways to further reduce the carbon footprint of freeways." "Can adopt more  |alternatives
modern designs, such as tube and tunnels, that reclaim Arboretum parkland, that would
improve views and increase flow in interchanges." "Can better integrate with Sound  |reduce
Transit." "Keep a narrower footprint on portage bay, Arboretum, and Montlake." impacts but
Executive Section Walter These are all valid reasons not to build, or further improve the deisgns, but are were not
Summary 1:8 28 Oelwein omitted. considered
EITor or
b Incorrect;
"The SR 520 Pontoon Construction Project would construct new pontoons that would | Specific
be used to restore the existing traffi ¢ capacity of the Evergreen Point Bridge in the  |design
event of a catastrophic failure." This implies that pontoons are the only option fora |alternatives
revision. In fact, it makes it required that it be pontoons that would replace the that would
bridge, rather than a tube or tunnel. Why not create a tube or tunnel in the case of |reduce
catostrophic failure. By doing this project, you have solidified an inferior design impacts but
Executive Section Walter option as the only design option, and without a public comment period. This makes |were not
Summary 1:9 29 Oelwein this Supplemental Draft EIS invalid. considered
1-311-049 Omits or
"This project is part of the Lake Washington Urban Partnership, a collaborative effort Jignores
between WSDOT, King County, the Puget Sound Regional Council, and FHWA to  [important
explore innovative ways to help manage congestion on SR 520." This is the first info; Specific
mention of "innovative" management of congestion. This idea is very incomplete design
and needs to be explored more. In the sections prior, there is no mention of the alternatives
impact that tolling could have on congestion. It implies that cars can cross for free at |that would
any time in the future, when there have been no experiements on whether tolling will {reduce
discourage trips on their own. This SDEIS is thus inconsistent, in that it implies that  |impacts but
Executive Section Walter larger freeways (4 + 2) is the way to go, when you can work on tolling to mediate were not
Summary 1:9 30 Oelwein traffic, congestion, carbon footprint, impact to neighborhoods. considered
1-311-050 Omits or
ignores
“Innovative management of congestion.” By mentioning tolling as the only important
"innovative management of congestion", this reveals that innovative elements about |info; Specific
the design have not been made. This is another reason why "not" to do the project |design
(also omitted). WashDOT has not made any effort to identify innovative ways to alternatives
reduce traffic, congestion, pollution, noise, carbon footprint, or pursued innovative  |that would
efforts to restore parkland (in fact, this SDEIS later tries to make the argument that  Jreduce
the option that improves parkland has the worst environmental impact), improve the |impacts but
Executive Section Walter historic character of the neighborhood, better integrate and expand mass transit. were not
SrEaRthngge Rpp@cement3hd HOV GwReein This needs to be called out in the SDEIS. corryiderédsy
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st It mentions Option A. However, Option A+ is not mentioned at all. This is the option |Omits or
that representatives of WashDOT were advocating prior to the release of the SDEIS. |ignores
Executive Section Walter So which is it, Option A or Optoin A+, and what is A+? This needs to be fully important
Summary 1:10 32 Oelwein integrated into the SDEIS or else the SDEIS is incorrect. info
Error or
[311-052 "6-Lane Alternative with the following design options that were developed in 2008  |Incorrect;
through a mediation process”. This reveals that these "designs" were not designed  |Specific
atall. They were negotiated. This means that the word "design” should be replaced |design
with "Negotiated roadway placement”. To use the word design implies that there alternatives
were designers who made a conscious effort to create something that meets the that would
various needs of the project. No designers are listed, and the resulting roadway reduce
placements relfect an uninspired, unmindful project. Itis an error to call these impacts but
Executive Sectoin Walter designs. It's like customers "negotiating" what a car looks like with the manufacturer. jwere not
Summary 1:10 33 Oelwein The car manufacture cannot claim that it was "designed.” considered
SREEORS "For these reasons, the No Build Alternative is inconsistent with WSDOT's standards
for safety and reliability." This implies that WashDOT has standards for safety and  [Omits or
reliability. What about other standards: Impact to the local community, aesthetics,  |ignores
Executive Section Walter encouraging alternate forms of transportation. The SDEIS needs to include all important
Summary 1:10 34 Oelwein standards that a highway should have and whether the current design meets these. |info
I-311-054 " ' i
The two diagrams (1-4 and 1-5) are direct comparisons, yet they are not to scale.
This makes it difficult to understand the difference. It appears that the diagram 1-5 is
Executive Section Walter amuch smaller scale, yet it is still significantly wider. This needs to be shown in full |Error or
Summary 1:11 35 Oelwein scale so that the reader can actually see wha the environmental impact is. Incorrect
I-311-055
Error or
The lids are mentioned as being developed "through mediation." Again, these are  |Incorrect;
not by design, but through negotiation. This means that WashDOT did not do any  |Specific
design work to make this a quality, designed freeway. It proposed default roadway |design
placement, and waited for people to complain about the bad job they did. WashDOT |alternatives
needs to acknowledge in the SDEIS that it did not make any effort to create a "well  |that would
designed freeway/bridge" that elevates the community and transportation situation.  |reduce
It stared with the bare minumum, and begrudgingly added features. Thisis whyit  |impacts but
Executive Section Walter does not earn the right to be called "Designed." All references to "design” needto  |were not
Summary 1:12 36 Oelwein be restated as "default roadway placements by WashDOT staffers." considered
L.311.056 "as they do along much of the SR 520 corridor and as they would continue to do
under all alternatives without mitigation." This omits that a designer (not default
roadway placer) would have identified technologies and placements that eliminate
noise altogether (such as a tube/tunnel) so that mitigation wouldn't be necessary. Omits or
The SDEIS needs to be corrected to say, "WashDOT did not invest in identifying  |ignores
Executive Section Walter ways to elminated noise altogether, and assumed that mitigation was the only way to [important
Summary 1:12 37 Oelwein  |go." info
1.311.057 Omits or
"Option A was defined as including noise walls and/or quieter, rubberized asphalt ignores
Executive Section Walter pavement." This is vague-- which is it and or or? The answer would have an important
Summary 1:12 38 Oelwein environmental impact, making this document incomplete. info;
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I-311-058 Omits or
ignores
important

"Option K was defined as including only quieter, rubberized asphalt pavement for info; Specific
noise reduction.” It is not clear why Option A would have noise walls, but Option K |design
would not. Perhaps it is because the noise walls would be so exceedingly ugly that it [alternatives
is unfathomable that anyone would put such a monstrous bridge in a population that would
center, and that neighbors through the mediation process proposed and identified  |reduce
better ways to reduce the monstrocity of a noise-walled super-bridge, which the impacts but
Executive Section Walter WashDOT default roadway placers put in. Either state this as the reason for why were not
Summary 1:12 39 Oelwein Option A has noise walls and other options do not. considered

A-311-059 Omits or
ignores
important
info; Specific

“they do not affect FHWA's and WSDOT's responsibility to identify and consider design

effective noise abatement measures under existing laws." While WashDOT may not |alternatives

have responsibility under the law, it has responsibility to make the project as that would

effective as possible. This statement needs to be clarified, "WashDOT has not made [reduce

an effort to design in significant noise reduction and is interested only in doing the  |impacts but
Executive Section Walter minimum that the law requires. WashDOT has not made an effort to thoroughly were not
Summary 1:12 40 Oelwein investigate ways to avoid creating massive amounts of noise altogether." considered

1-311-060 Omits or
ignores
important

"Noise modeling done for the project indicates that noise walls would meet all FHWA |info; Specific

and WSDOT requirements for avoidance and minimization of negative effects." This |design

makes it seem that noise is the only consideration in noise walls. It needs to also  |alternatives

state that noise walls have the detrimental effect of being eggregiously ugly, that would

unpopular on a free-standing bridge, and something that will be met with resistance. |reduce

It also needs to be stated that given that mitigation efforts create bigger problems  [impacts but
Executive Section Walter than they solve, more creative expertise needs to be invested in order to find ways to [were not
Summary 1:12 41 Oelwein achieve all objectives, such as creating a tube or tunnel. considered

1-311-061 Omits or
ignores
important

"Quieter pavement has not been demonstrated to meet these requirements in tests  |info; Specific
performed in Washington state, and therefore cannot be considered as noise design
mitigation." This leaves an incomplete story. What did the tests reveal? Did they |alternatives
reveal that they do have some impact? That they would make a better experience |that would
for the residents in some way? The way this is written implies an anti-quiter reduce
pavement bias by WashDOT, and needs to be corrected to show a willingness to impacts but
Executive Section Walter use every technology imaginable to make this bridge replacement an improvement  |were not
Summary 1:12 42 Oelwein over the failures of the existing bridge. considered
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I-311-062 Omits or
ignores
important

"WSDOT and FHWA will work with the affected property owners after a design info; Specific
option is selected to make a fi nal determination of reasonable and feasible design
mitigation measures for projectrelated noise effects." This is a vague statement. It |alternatives
implies that mitigation efforts are the only option, when good design is not covered.  |that would
i.e., design a freeway that does not create noise in the first place. This is imaginable |reduce
in the case of a tube-tunnel. The SDEIS is incomplete in that it implies that "default |impacts but
Executive Sectoin Walter roadway placement with mitigation" is what is being evaluated for environmental were not
Summary 1:10 43 Qelwein impact, when other alternatives -- with good design, could be included. considered
I-311-063
"What are the 6-Lane Alternative design options A, K, and L?" Again, using the word |Omits or
"design” implies that there was a conscious designer. It needs to be revealed who |ignores
made these default roadway placement. It it my understanding that "option A" was  |important
proposed as a default roadway placement by WashDOT. Other options came from  |info; Specific
concerned residents about the deficiency and uncreativity of the default roadway design
placement, and offered new "designs." In all cases, it appears that WashDOT did  |alternatives
not make a concerted effort to create a great design, and instead defaulted from the |that would
previous, unsuccessful, damaging roadway placement and negotiated with reduce
concerned citizens for improvements. This process needs to be made more explicit, |impacts but
Executive Section Walter since it needs to be understood why these are considered the best options and worth |were not
Summary 1:13 44 Oelwein the investment in a SDEIS or billions of dollars of construction. considered
1-311-064
"All options place an emphasis on multimodal transportation by decreasing reliance
on single-occupant vehicle travel and facilitating transit connections.” This cannot
possibly be true. Each "option" has 66% lanes + increased size of breakdown lanes
for single-occupant vehicles. This creates a greater emphasis on the SOV, not less.
If designs were proposed that started with rail transit, reduction of cars through
tolling, etc., then you could claim this. Instead | would revise this sentence to "All
Executive Section Walter options place an emphasis on SOV cars, with the increased shoulder and the effort  |Error or
Summary 1:14 45 Oelwein to encourage greater throughput of cars in the coming years." Incorrect
[-311-065 "The project features for each design option are described under the geographic
area headings". Again, this implies that these options were designed. They were
Executive Section Walter not, they were first default roadway placement (Option A), and then new options Error or
Summary 1:14 46 Oelwein were suggested by creative and concerned neighbors. This is not deisgn. Incorrect

1-311-066 Omits or
ignores
important
info; Specific
design
alternatives
that would

Nowhere in this section is the connectivity to the Montlake Sound Transit station reduce

mentioned. What are the benefits and impacts of each default roadway placement  |impacts but
Executive Section Walter on this? This reveals that the impact of the Montlake Sound Transit station was not  [were not
Summary 1:14 47 Oelwein even considered in this SDEIS, and needs to be included. considered

I-311-067

In the Option A drawing (page 14), it mentions a "7th lane." This is not mentioned in

the description of the various alternatives and needs to be removed. Using the term

"6-lane" alternative becomes incorrect. The SDEIS needs to remove this 7th lane
Executive Section Walter from the bridge on option A, or else the term "6-lane" alternative needs to be revised |Error or

SO e rEbikRement4id HOy PRGMKEIN to "WashDOT insertion of extra lanes without regard to mediation." Incptrect; 764
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S, Error or
Incorrect;
Specific
design
"Should a decision be made to pursue any new design variations with signifi cantly |alternatives
greater environmental effects than Options A, K, or L, they would need to be that would
evaluated in another supplemental environmental document, which reduce
would change the project schedule." What about design options that significantly impacts but
Executive Section Walter less environmental effects (such as a tube/tunnel)? Would they need to be were not
Summary 1:18 49 Oelwein evaluated, or could they be adopted. considered
1-311-066 | Table 1-2 says that it is "6 lanes". This can't be true, since the drawings explicitly
Executive Section Walter says 7 lanes. The summary is hiding something -- if it can add an extra lane in this  |Error or
Summary 1:18 50 Oelwein section, can it add more lanes elsewhere? Incorrect
Error or
1-311-070 Incorrect;
This section implies that only option A is affordable. However, it does not state how |Omits or
option A also exceeds the 4.65 billion cap set by the legislature, when you count the |ignores
Executive Section Walter costs of the bonds. All alternatives are too expensive, and this needs to be stated  |important
Summary 1:19 51 Oelwein outright info
1-311-g5%dcutive Section Walter Error or
Surhmary 1:19 52 Oelwein "As discussed previously" This was not discussed previously incorrect
R p— Is discussion of the budget supposed to be part of the enviornmental impact? It
actaully seems out of scope from the purpose of the project. The scope should be to
discuss the enviornmental impacts of the project, and this section detracts from this,
and implies the best option is the cheapest one. The "environmental impact
Executive Sectoin Walter statement" should have the focus be on the environmental impact, not the budget  |Error or
Summary 1:19 53 Qelwein impact. incorrect
"However, the funding Tor the Tull corridor program falls over $2.65 billion short of the
1-311-073 $4.65 billion total. WSDOT and the legislative workgroup are working to identify
additional funding sources, including federal stimulus funding under the American
Reinvestment and Recovery Act." The charts earlier imply that Option A is the only  |Omits or
one that is affordable. But this statement demonstrates that all options are not ignores
Executive Section Walter funded. Therefore, it needs to be clearly stated at this point, "No options are fully important
Summary 1:19 54 Oelwein funded." info
1-311-074 "To address the potential for phased project implementation, the Supplemental Draft
EIS evaluates the vulnerable structures separately as a subset of the “full build”
analysis. This subset is referred to in the
Supplemental Draft EIS as the Phased Implementation scenario." This needs to be |Omits or
clearer: If the different phases are not funded, will the project proceed? Will portions |ignores
Executive Section Walter of the projects (such as lids) be removed? If so, then the SDEIS needs to address  |important
Summary 1:20 55 Oelwein the enviornmental impacts of this. info
1-311-075 "WSDOT is leading the highway design efforts”. This is the first reference to who
designed it, but it is not a designer, it is a department. This explains why the initial  |Omits or
designs advocated by WashDOT are so uninspired. This section can be improved |ignores
Executive Section Walter by describing how WashDOT decided to go about the initial design-- did they hire  [important
Summary 1:21 56 Oelwein someone experienced in urban freeways? info
SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Page 1763
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1-511-076 "In 2005, after the 6-Lane Alternative had been developed and discussed with
project stakeholders neighborhoods adjacent to the highway expressed concern that
the 6-Lane Alternative, as then confi gured, was too wide in the Montlake
interchange area." This needs to be taken out of the passive voice. Who was it who
developed the 6-lane alternative? Why did it assume that the wide footprint would
somehow be acceptible? What expertise went into this decision, other than existing
assumptions that it would be a larger bridge? This appears to be a key design
decision flaw that needs to be better articulated. Why did WashDOT think that the  |Omits or
neighborhoods would think that the proposed "designs" would be acceptible? This  |ignores
Executive Section Walter seems very naive. Why didn't WashDOT propose creative designs rather than wait |important
Summary 1:23 57 Oelwein for the neighborhoods to come up with their own? info
1-311-077
“The impacted communities on the west end of the project need to determine what
design from Union Bay and westward to I-5 will best serve the neighborhoods, the
University of Washington, and parks and natural resources. City and community
leaders and residents need to come together and develop a common vision on the
best solution that fi ts the character and needs of the local communities. | have
asked WSDOT to provide support when requested for such a process.” Obviously
Option K should be the only option considered, because this is the option that was
supported by the community leaders and residents that reflected the common vision. |Omits or
Additionally, why didn't WashDOT create a great design that would attempt--in ignores
Executive Section Walter advance--to achieve this goal, rather than force the residents to negotiate in any important
Summary 1:23 58 Oelwein positive features? info
311078 Again, nowhere in this section does it state what WashDOT did to bring to the table
designs that would be considered positive by the stakeholders. This implies that it
did not have sufficient experiese, bring in consultants with deep knowledge of how to
create urban freeways. Instead, it relied on hearing concerns from stakeholders,
and then doing mitigation. It would have been better if WashDOT got the
expectations/concerns from the stakeholders, brought in top expertise to design Omits or
creative ways to achieve the design, and exceed the expectations of the ignores
Executive Section Walter stakeholders with great design (such as a tube/tunnel). Instead, it relied on the important
Summary 1:25 59 Oelwein mediation process to integrate and scratch and claw for improved design. info
I-311-079
"The workgroup received extensive input from mediation participants about ideas for
modifying the design options. These ideas were intended to reduce costs and/or
better achieve project objectives." Again, this is backwards design methodology. Omits or
WashDOT's poor ability to understand the stakeholder needs and design in great  |ignores
Executive Section Walter options rather than provide poor options and let people fight for mitigation has made |important
Summary 1:26 60 Qelwein this a poor process. This needs to be called out in the SDEIS info
1311-080 "The workgroup also solicited advice from resource agencies, local jurisdictions, the |Omits or
Seattle Parks Department, the Coast Guard, and other stakeholders.” Again, no ignores
Executive Section Walter mention of identifying an expert in urban bridge and freeway design. This needsto |important
Summary 1:26 61 Oelwein be called out, since it is an obvious flaw in the design process. info
311081 Omits or
The call out should indicate geographically (using a map) where these people reside. |ignores
Executive Sectoin Walter This will show where the interests are, and whether they adequately represent the  |important
Summary 1:26 62 Oelwein stakeholders info
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s "At each meeting, people expressed support for a variety of choices, including
Option M, Option A+ with and without the Lake Washington Boulevard ramps, a
transit-optimized 4-Lane Alternative, and retrofi tting the seismically vulnerable
bridges to allow more time to develop a long-term solution." This mischaracterizes
the feedback. The neighborhoods most closely impacted by the project were
Executive Section Walter overwhelmingly in favor of Option M, and opposed to Option A+. This needs to be  |Error or
Summary 1:27 63 Oelwein included in the SDEIS for it to be correct. incorrect
1-311-083 "On December 8, 2009, the legislative workgroup reconvened and confi rmed their
earlier recommendation that Option A+ should be the preferred design option for the
6-Lane Alternative." Again, this needs to be improved to be correct. The sentense, [Omits or
“This went against the overwhelming support for Option M provided by the close-in  |ignores
Executive Section Walter neighborhoods. It also went against the deep opposition by the adjacent important
Summary 1:27 64 Oelwein neighborhoods to Option A+ " info
LS04 "Option M is similar to Option K; however, the proposed method of tunnel
construction has substantially different impacts than those described in the
Supplemental Draft EIS, and would require additional environmental
evaluation—likely in the form of another Supplemental Draft EIS—if the legislature  [Omits or
chose to pursue further study of it." By definition, this makes the SDEIS incomplete. |ignores
Executive Section Walter Option M needs to be included in this report as much as Option A+ in order foritto  |important
Summary 1:27 65 Oelwein be given the appropriate weight. info
Omits or
f-311-085 The "transportation” row needs to include a statement that the options do not ignores
Executive Section Walter adequately integrate or allow for mass transit expansion of Sound Transit, and the  [important
Summary 1:29 66 Oelwein analysis of this is incomplete info
I-311-086
"The greatest effect on traffi ¢ volumes would occur in the Montlake Boulevard
interchange area." Earlier in the document you mention the increased usage of the
bridge in general in the coming years. However, there is no mention on how this
increased capacity of the bridge is going to affect the local neighborhoods (Montlake, |Omits or
Portage Bay, Roanoke Park, etc.). It is easy to imagine that more people will cut ignores
Executive Section Walter through the area to access the (non-integrated) transit or the freeway. This makes |important
Summary 1:29 67 Oelwein this summary incomplete to intimate that local traffic is only a "Montlake Cut" issue. |info
I-311-087
"This increase refl ects the effect of tolling on mode choice, the reversible
connection to the I-5 express lanes and other corridor improvements." In the Transit
Executive Section Walter row, there is no mention that tolling may reduce demand overall, whereas earlier in  |Error or
Summary 1:30 68 Oelwein the document, it says that demand is going to increase. This is contradictory. incorrect
Hpea— "Under Option A, traffic volumes north and south of the Montlake Cut would be
similar to the No Build Alternative, except on Lake Washington Boulevard south of
the SR 520/Arboretum ramps." This is incorrect. It should say, "Taffic capacity"
would be similar, but volumes will increase. That means more delays and Error or
congestion. This is an omission that needs to be corrected and called out, since this |Incorrect;
is @ major reason for having the other alternatives -- to improve flow in the Montlake |Omits or
area. Earlier in the document you make the argument that congestion adds ignores
Executive Section Walter pollution, yet you ignore this argument here, exactly where there is the most important
Summary 1:30 69 Oelwein population. info
1-311-089 "Under Options K and L, traffic volumes north and south of the Montlake Cut would  |Error or
increase when compared to the No Build Alternative and Option A." Similarto the  |Incorrect;
line item for Option A, this is an incorrect statement. It should state, "Traffice Omits or
capacity" will improve, allowing for less congestion and pollution. This needs to be  |ignores
Executive Section Walter called out as a major difference between Options A and K,L, since people will be important
Summary 1:30 70 Qelwein  |wondering about the price tag difference. info
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e "All options would remove the Montlake Freeway Transit Station and replace its
function at other nearby transit stops. Loss of the transit station would require
passengers to change their current travel routes and these changes could include
using light rail, additional bus transfers, and finding alternate bus routes to get to the
same destination." This contradicts the row above. It says that transit is improved,
but then in this row it says that passengers have to change travel routes. This
section seems intentionally vague, since it is conter-intuitive that removing one of the
most popular stops where there is a new Sound Transit station, and multiple Error or
downtown to Eastside freeway routes can somehow improve transit options. You  |Incorrect;
need to be explicit that you have no plan outlined for how the Montlake Freeway Omits or
Station's functionality will be replace. This appears to be a major flaw in the ignores
Executive Section Walter "design", and is another indicator that this is not actually a "design", but a default important
Summary 1:31 71 Qelwein roadway placement. info
1-311-091 "Option A would require the least amount of new right-of-way (11.1 acres). This
option would result in seven full parcel acquisitions, and would remove two additional
residences, the Montlake 76 gas station, and nine of the 11 buildings on the south  |Error or
campus of NOAA’s Northwest Fisheries Science Center" This is written to imply that |Incorrect;
Option A has the least impact, when it appears that it has the most. 1t should be Omits or
written to state that it has the least amount of acerage, but the most amount of ignores
Executive Section Walter business and building closures (this evaluative piece is left out, showing an apparent |important
Summary 1:31 72 Oelwein bias toward Option A). info
I-311-092
"Option K would require the most new right-of-way (15.7 acres). This option would
result in six full parcel acquisitions, and the University of Washington's
Waterfront Activities Center (WAC) would be relocated for a multiple-year period."  |Error or
Just as the comment about Option A having the "Least acerage”, but omitting that  |Incorrect;
Option A has the most business and building impact, this comment on Option K Omits or
implies that it has the "most acerage” while omitting the fact that it has the least ignores
Executive Section Walter business and building impact. The acerage it requires to abtain is not buisiness and |important
Summary 1:31 73 Oelwein buildings, but parking lot. This reveals bias against Option K info
1-311-093 "Estimated property tax effects would be similar across all options, and result in a
less than 0.01 percent decrease in tax revenue." This is an incomplete statement,
as it assesses the loss in tax revenue of only the loss of the parcels purchased for  |Error or
the right of way. But what about the tax revenue of creating a ugly second Montlake |Incorrect;
bridge? Or a doubling of size of a freeway that shouldn't even be going througha  |Omits or
residential neighborhood? This section implies that this is the only impact of the tax |ignores
Executive Section Walter revenue. This is incorrect and implies that increasing the size of the freeway has no |important
Summary 1:31 74 Oelwein impact on the tax base in the neighborhood, which cannot possibly be true. info
I-311-094
"All 6-Lane Alternative options include lids that would benefi t community cohesion
by reconnecting neighborhoods originally bisected by SR 520 and I-5, providing
linkages between adjacent and nearby parks, improving views toward the highway
from nearby residences, and providing safe passage across I-5 and SR 520." This
is an incomplete statement. Residents for years have stated that having a freeway
go through the residential neighborhoods has been a blight on the city and the social
impacts. The additions of lids is nice, but you fail to mention that you are doubling  |Error or
the size of a freeway in dense, sensitive neighborhoods, as though this is an Incorrect;
acceptible action and has no social impact. It has amazing social impact: It reflects a |Omits or
city and state that puts a bias of cars over people, is unable to design transporations |ignores
Executive Section Walter systems for the future, and likes to build things on the cheap. The impacts are lower |important
Summary 1:31 75 Oelwein quality of life, lower tax base, and stunted economic growth. info
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I-311-095 5 y 5 . . .
"Low-income populations would experience disproportionately high and adverse
effects as a result of tolling. The most affected low-income populations would be
those that are car-dependent and populations living in areas with limited transit Omits or
service." You fail to mention that the bridge fails to provide improved access to low- |ignores
Executive Section Walter cost transition options, such as Light Rail, and this omission in design is just as important
Summary 1:31 76 Oelwein eggregious to the low income population as it is adding tolls. info
I-311-096
"Loss of parkland would occur for right-of-way acquisition of all or part of up to five
recreational properties (depending on the option). The largest acquisitions would
occur at McCurdy and East Montlake Parks. There could be negative effects related
to visual quality and aesthetics where widening of the roadway would bring the
project footprint closer to parks." This statement implies that parkland is purely an | Omits or
experiential element, and not an economic element. | find this document incomplete, jignores
since there is an economic value to adding parkland, and an economic destruction to [important
having encroaching freeways in parkland. It should be stated outright that info; Specific
WashDOT has proposed only options that destroy parkland, rather than proposing  |design
options that correct the encroachment of freeways onto urban parkland. This makes |alternatives
the document incomplete. A better designer would have started with the idea to that would
recover ALL of the parkland, and propose project ideas that would submerse the reduce
bridge entirely, and restore the parks and habitats, while allowing throughput (and  [impacts but
Executive Walter possibly increasing safety). Omitting this idea makes this document incomplete, and |were not
Summary 1:31 77 Oelwein reveals a bias for destroying habitat and parkland. considered
I-311-097
"Trails across these lids would further improve connectivity for bicyclists and Omits or
pedestrians." You should mention what you are planning to do to improve Delmar  |ignores
Executive Walter Drive, which is an unsafe speedway for cars, pedestrians and bicyclists. With the lid, limportant
Summary 1:31 78 Oelwein you are improving one area, but not the immediate approach fo it. info
I-311-098 Om“_s or
ignores
important
info; Specific
design
alternatives
that would
"And, there is no feasible and prudent alternative that would avoid the use of all reduce
Section 4(f) properties." In either the Draft EIS or SDEIS, | have yet to see an impacts but
Executive Walter adequate analysis for why a tube/tunnel wouldn't be feasible and prudent. This were not
Summary 1:31 79 Oelwein glosses over an obvious design improvement, and makes this document incomplete. |considered
shankoci Onmits or
ignores
important
info; Specific
design
alternatives
"Foster Island, located in the Washington Park Arboretum, would be affected by all  |that would
options and is considered a Traditional Cultural Property eligible for listing in the reduce
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)." This glosses over that only option K |impacts but
Executive Walter makes an effort to improve Foster Island, while the other options further destroy were not
Summary 1:31 80 Oelwein Foster Island. This needs to be added. considered
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1-311-100 "At differing capacities all options would temporarily occupy Interlaken Park,
Montlake Playfield, and the Bill Dawson Trail." This appears to be an incomplete
thought. What does this mean, "temporarily occupy?" |interpret this to mean that | Omits or
construction and the final bridge will occupy these parklands. So we can't use these |ignores
Executive Walter during and after construction? This is the first mention of these spaces in the important
Summary 1:32 81 Oelwein analysis, so it is hard to follow. info
I-311-101
"The Section 6(f) Evaluation assesses parks and other recreation facilities acquired
and/or developed using funds from the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of Omits or
1965, which are protected from conversion to non-recreational uses." This section is |ignores
incomplete. | don't understand what it is trying to say. It appears to say that the important
Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965 disallows conversion of parkland to |info; Specific
non-recreational uses (and appears to be a response to the bad freeway design of  |design
the original 520 bridge), yet WashDOT is proposing a new bridge that doubles in alternatives
size, and precisly converts parkland to non-residential uses. So this section needs [that would
to be rewritten to be more clear about why WashDOT feels comfortable proposing  [reduce
only options that encroach on parkland, and has not even bothered to pursue impacts but
Executive Section Walter options that restore parkland. This is one of the big mysteries surrounding this were not
Summary 1:32 82 Oelwein project. considered
I-311-102
"Visual Quality": This section is entirely inadequate. It mentions the lids as
improving visual quality, but it does not mention the visual quality of a bridge more | Omits or
than twice the size in an narrow corridor. The bridge is substantially higher, and with |ignores
noise walls, would look even more visually unappealing. A specific statement about |important
the quality of the bridge aesthetics needs to be made here. Additionally, a info; Specific
justification for why there is no designer of the bridge, just default roadway design
placement needs to be included. This section seems to say, "We're adding a $5 alternatives
billion bridge here, but we are making no effort to make the bridge an architectural  |that would
achievement, as the area is not worthy of this investment." Obviously, with the reduce
highly populated area, the UW, the parklands, efc, this is precisely where WashDOT |impacts but
Executive Section Walter needs to enlist architectural and design expertise, rather than just rely on staffers to  |were not
Summary 1:32 83 Oelwein place roadway dimensions in a corridor. The only mention is the columns difference. |considered
1311.103 "All options would result in changes to the visual character and quality in the Omits or
Montlake area." This is a misleading opening statement. Only Option K would ignores
Executive Section Walter preserve the historic views and character of the Montlake Cut. The other optons important
Summary 1:33 84 Qelwein  |would fundamentally change this forever. info
I-311-104
"However, Option K and L would include additional structures in the McCurdy Park
and East Montlake Park areas that would be most visible to motorists and park
users. These structures would dominate views much more than the existing ramps
and mainline." This must be an error. It seems to say that adding parkland would be
worse than looking at ramps. A bit more explanation that the local residents are tired
Executive Section Walter of the neighborhoad being used as a freeway ramp is in order, rather than implying  |Error or
Summary 1:33 85 Oelwein that the "mitigation"” somehow makes the views worse. Incorrect;
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I-311-105 Omits or
ignores
important
info; Specific
design

The box for visual quality for Option A is blank. However, Option A is where a alternatives
second drawbridge is going to be built. Why ignore this fact here? This by definition, [that would
has massive visual impact over the historical views of the local area, both when the  |reduce
bridge is down and up. This appears to be an omission that reveals the author's bias [impacts but
Executive Section Walter against the other options, as the other options specifically call out some minor were not
Summary 1:33 86 Oelwein columns, but Option A doesn't call out a second bridge. considered

I-311-106 Omits or
ignores
important
info; Specific
design
alternatives
that would

In the Option K visual summary, there is no mention about how Option K preserves |reduce

the current views of Montlake Cut, and no other options provide this. This appears |impacts but
Executive Section Walter to reveal a bias against citing the virtues of Option K, as the only thing mentioned are |were not
Summary 1:33 87 Oelwein the additional columns and walls of Option K. considered

I-311-107 Omits or
ignores
important
info; Specific
design

"Under Option K, the land bridge at Foster Island would remove naturalized alternatives
woodlands on both sides of SR 520." This does not characterize the visual impact  |that would
correctly. Currently, an unobstructed freeway cuts through parkland. With the new |reduce
design, this freeway is hidden from view and adds parkland where it had been taken |impacts but
Executive Section Walter away. The way this reads, it appears that the Foster Island land bridge is a visual ~ [were not
Summary 1:33 88 Qelwein blight. This appears to be written as a bias against Option K. considered

S Omits or
ignores
important
info; Specific
design
alternatives

The Cultural Resources section needs to be presented as a grid separating the that would
options, similar to the previous sections. Asit is presented now, it appears that they |reduce
are all equal in some capacity, this shows an anti-Option K bias, since Option Kis  |impacts but
Executive Section Walter the one that best preserves the Cultural Resources, but this is hard to discern in this [were not
Summary 1:34 89 Oelwein presentation. considered
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e "Foster Island presumed Traditional Cultural Property — experiences potential
adverse effect under Option K" It is not clear to me why the author keeps calling out
Option K as having an adverse affect on Foster Island, when Option K is the only
option that tries to do something to preserve the character of Foster Island. The
other options double the size and increase the height of the exposed freeway
through Foster Island, yet the SDEIS keeps saying that Option K creates advers Omits or
effects. This appears to be an anti-Option K bias revealed here. At least call out ignores
Executive Section Walter that Option K tries to cover the freeway, improving Foster Island, while the other important
Summary 1:34 90 Oelwein options further erode Foster Island. info
1-311-110 "Residences Exceeding the Noise Abatement Criteria" In this section, it shows that
many residences exceed the NAC. Why is this acceptible that WashDOT propose
options like this? Why didn't WashDOT propose three designs that eliminate noise, |Specific
or reduce the noise criteria. This shows a bias for cars over that of the local design
enviornment, rather than proposing a design that corrects the wrongs of the past. A |alternatives
statement needs to be included, "WashDOT does not have the capacity to design a |that would
freeway that improves the local noise situation. We have not invested adequately in |reduce
identeifying deisgn and engineering resources that can do this. Instead, we are impacts but
Executive Section Walter simply repeating the same mistakes of the past." This would more accurately were not
Summary 1:34 91 Oelwein described the enviornmental impact of this project. considered
I-311-111
Residences Exceeding the Noise Abatement Criteria: This section shows an anti-
Option K bias. How can Option A, with 7 lanes and not 6, have less noise. And how
Executive Section Walter can having a second drawbridge reduce noise compared to a tunnel. This makes no |Error or
Summary 1:34 92 Oelwein sense, and does not seem to be justified in the document. Incorrect;
e "All options would meet air quality standards. The modeled concentrations of air Specific
pollutants are well below the 1-hour and 8-hour National Ambient Air Quality design
Standards for all design options." This omits an important other option: How much |alternatives
would a tube or tunnel decreased air pollution in a highly populated area? This that would
needs to be stated explcitly, as this should be an important consideration for any reduce
project going into the 21st century. The way this is written reveals that it is somehow [impacts but
Executive Section Walter acceptible to have a freeway going through neighborhoods. This is not reflective of [were not
Summary 1:34 93 Qelwein |the local area's values. considered
1519103 "Adding the suboptions to Option A would result in a slight increase in carbon
monoxide concentrations at the Montlake Boulevard/Pacific Street intersection."
This should be rewritten to state the following: Option A is the only option that Omits or
increases air pollution. Instead, it is written to appear to minimize the impact of ignores
Executive Walter Option A compared to the other options. This reveals a bias against the other important
Summary 1:35 94 Oelwein options. info
31114 Air Quality (continued): It does not make sense that you would fail to mention that
Option K, with its tunnel and lower congestion in the Montlake area (due to cars not  [Omits or
idling waiting for the draw briedge) would not be somehow reduced, or a better ignores
Executive Walter option than the other options. Failing to mention this in the executive summary important
Summary 1:35 95 Oelwein seems to show a bias against Option K. info
T3115115 "Energy and Greenhouse Gases" This section seems incomplete. It should indicate
which option has the MOST greenhouse gasses. I'm guessing that Option Awould |Omits or
have the most greenhouse gasses, since it will create cars idling for the TWO ignores
Executive Walter Montake bridges every day, increasing congestion and pollution. The fact that this is |important
Summary 1:35 96 Qelwein not called out appears to be a bias against Option K. info
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I-311-116 Omits or
ignores
important
info; Specific

"Energy and Greenhouse Gases" This section fails to mention the improved design
improvement of greenhouse gasses by further lowering the bridge into a tunnel and  |alternatives
tube and the technologies that could be used to capture and recycle CO2. Instead, it |that would
operates on the model that it is OK to continue using combustion engines to send  [reduce
greenhouse gasses into the atmosphere 100% of the time. This set of designs impacts but
Executive Walter appears to be a failed opportunity to be innovative in finding ways to further reduce  [were not
Summary 1:35 97 Qelwein greenhouse gasess. considered

I-311-117
Omits or
ignores
important
info; Specific

"Energy and Greenhouse Gases" : This section also fails to mention what the impact |design
on greenhouse gasses improved linkage to the Sound Transit Light Rail station alternatives
would have. The current designs ignore that this important link has been created,  |that would
and the opportunities it provides for improving the tranportation corridor. What if reduce
Light Rail were added to 520 - how much would this further decrease greenhouse  |impacts but
Executive Walter gasses? This needs to be added fo the analysis, or else it is incomplete, and misses |were not
Summary 1:35 98 Oelwein a big opportunity to make this a positive project, rather than a damaging project. considered
I-311-118
"All options would increase the amount of land covered by pollutant-generating
impervious surfaces in the project area (Option A — 35 percent increase, Option K -
45 percent increase, and Option L — 44 percent increase)." This is written in an
unclear manner. I'm not sure if increases of "land covered by pollutant-generating
impervious servaces in the project area" is a good thing or a bad thing. This needs
to be clarified. Itifis a bad thing, it needs to be more clear about what the impact is -{Omits or
Option K is the only option that restores parkland on Foster Island -- is this why it ignores
Executive Walter increases "pollutant-generating impervious surfaces"? This appears to be another  |important
Summary 1:35 99 Oelwein section where a good thing is being presented as a bad thing in the analysis. info;
311119 Ecosytems: This section needs to be broken out into separate commentary like Omits or
previous sections, otherwise it makes all Options appear equal. Clearly Option K is |ignores
Executive Walter the superior choice when it comes to Ecosystem, so this needs to be called out in important
Summary 1:35 100 Oelwein the Option K column. info;
311120 "Option K would result in the overall greatest loss of fish habitat due to the filling for
the depressed SPUL." This needs to be quantified better, since it implies that Option [Omits or
K'is a big destroyer of Fish Habitat versus the other options. That is the way it is ignores
Executive Walter written. What is the percentage difference? The way this is written implies anti- important
Summary 1:35 101 Qelwein Option K bias. info;

Skl Omits or
ignores
important

"Option K would result in the greatest loss of wildlife habitat." This is a consistent info; Specific

theme in this SDEIS: By adding parkland, it destroys things. By creating a twice as |design

large exposed bridge, it doesn't. This doesn't make any sense. Itis written as alternatives

though the one option that is designed to best preserve Foster Island is also the that would

design that most ruins Foster Island, when the other designs (A, L), show no regard |reduce

to the habitat of Foster Island and in fact further cutinto it. Please re-write the impacts but
Executive Walter analysis to demonstrate that only Option K attempts to best preserve the character  |were not
Summary 1:35 102 Oelwein and habitat of Foster Island, or else this analysis is disengenuous. considered
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"Option K would Till 1.8 acres of welland and 5.4 acres of wetland bufter.” Again, this
31t appears to reveal anti-Option K. Suddenly, when Option K looks the worst, you
break out the analysis into the three options. However, you do not indicate what it is
about Option K that fills in the most acres of wetland wetland buffer. Is it the fact  [Omits or
that it actually restores parkland on Foster Island, while the other options allow for a |ignores
Executive Walter doubling of size of the freeway through the park and habitat? This section continues |important
Summary 1:35 103 Oelwein to reveal anti-Option K bias. info;
I-311-123
"Option K would be below the high-water elevation east of the Montlake shoreline,
and much lower than the other options through Union Bay and east of Foster Island.
It would result in filling approximately 2.7 acres of aquatic habitat and 10.3 acres of
shading in the Montlake and west approach areas.” This section is hard to
understand. I'm not sure what this is trying to say in comparison to the other options.
Executive Walter It specifically calls out the lower profile, yet this isn't mentioned as a benefit in the Error or
Summary 1:35 104 Oelwein visual impact section (at least in a quantified manner). Incorrect;
I-311-124
"Option K would remove 19.5 acres of mostly the Urban Matrix cover type, with most |Omits or
in the Montlake area." Again, this seems to be a contradiction. Option K is the one |ignores
Executive Walter that best recovers parkland, yet it is called out as removing the most amount of important
Summary 1:35 105 Oelwein wildlife habitat. This analysis is incomplete or needs to be clarified. info;
I-311-125 Omits or
ignores
important
"The risk of damage to the below-water facilities for Option K would be greater than if |info; Specific
the interchange were constructed above water." | object to this specific call-out of  |design
Option K. In the introduction you state that the bridge is going to collapse because it |alternatives
is a poorly designed bridge. Yet here you are saying that the bridge has the least  |that would
possibility of collapse. This shows an anti-tunnel bias, and reveals that WashDOT is |reduce
actually not very comforatable with the Tunnel prospect, when this is precisely how  |impacts but
Executive Section Walter you not repeat the mistakes that have made the existing 520 bridge so unsuccessful. [were not
Summary 1:35 106 Oelwein This comment appears completely unjustified. considered
I-311-126 OITIitS or
"Under Option K, operational restrictions on hazardous materials transport through  [ignores
the tunnel may be employed to minimize fi re and explosion risk.” Again, this important
comment reveals that the authors of this SDEIS and WashDOT are not familiaror  |info; Specific
comfortable with Tube/Tunnel technology, which reveals that they are not capable of |design
fully analyzing and documenting the project impact. | would expect a call-out on how |alternatives
the tube/tunnel of Option K would decrease the likelihood of spills and discharge into |that would
the ecosystem, since it's in a tunnel, not exposed to the world and able to spill reduce
directly into the water. Issues like this apparently were not considered in analyzing |impacts but
Executive Section Walter the tube/tunnel option in the first place, calling into question the qualifications of the  |were not
Summary 1:37 107 Oelwein default roadways placement staffers. considered
I-311-127 Omits or
ignores
important
info; Specific
design
alternatives
Navigation: There is no call out here that Option K would require the opening of only [that would
one bridge instead of two. This seems to be a major qualitative difference for boat  [reduce
navigation, as you would have to rely on the both bridges to open, and not just one. |impacts but
Executive Section Walter The fact that this isn't called out seems to minimize the benefits of Option K, while  [were not
Summary 1:37 108 Qelwein minimizing the impact of Options A and L. considered
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1-311-13¥dcutive Section Walter Parks effects (acres): Itis not clear if this means that it increases or decreases Error or
Surhmary 1:38 109 Oelwein parks. This needs to be revised for this SDEIS to be correct. Incorrect;
I-311-129 Omits or
ignores
important
info; Specific
design
alternatives
Visual Quality: Not attempting to quantify the visual quality of the various options that would
reveals an anti-Option K bias. Here's a go: Montake Bridge Visual Quality: A: Bad K: |reduce
Good L: Bad. Additionally, it would be nice to see what the visual quality would be  |impacts but
Executive Section Walter with the tube/tunnel of the project. The fact that this has not been analyzed reveals |were not
Summary 1:38 110 Oelwein that WashDOT is leaving options on the floor. considered
1-311-Brdcutive Walter Noise: | object to this analysis. Itis incorrect, since Option A has more lanes Error or
Summary 1:38 111 Oelwein through Portage Bay, how can it possibly be fewer residences. Incorrect;
1-311-131 igngres
important
info; Specific
Energy and Greenhouse Gases: This analysis is incomplete. It needs to reveal design
what the greenhouse gas increases would be as traffic idles for the TWO Montlake |alternatives
Executive Section Walter bridges as they wait to get on and off the freeway. | believe that this poor analysis  [that would
Summary 1:38 112 Oelwein reveals and anti-Option K bias reduce
1399-932 Water Resources: This section is non-sensical to me, since Option A is the option
that most intrudes on our parkland, and does the least to mitigate, yet somehow it
Executive Section Walter comes out in the analysis as the "best" in this area. How this is arrived at is not Error or
Summary 1:38 113 Oelwein explained well at all, and reveals a bias for Option A. Incorrect;
RS Omits or
ignores
important
info; Specific
design
Ecosystems: This analysis again seems corrupted. Option K is the one that the alternatives
residents most support as being best for the local enviornment, yet your analysis that would
attempts to show that it is the worst for the enviornment, probably because Option K [reduce
is the one option that attempts to reduce the impact of having a giant freeway go impacts but
Executive Section Walter through a park. Yet you support analyses that somehow imply that this is generally  [were not
Summary 1:39 114 Oelwein the best way fo go. | find this document to be disengenous and incorrect. considered
1-311-134 "Options K and L would close NE Pacifi ¢ Street for 9 to 12 months." Again, anti-
Option K bias is revealed here. Somehow you are going to build a second Montlake
bridge and not have an impact on Pacific street? But building a Pacific street
Executive Section Walter tunnelfonramp requires closing Pacific street? This seems absurd and needs to be  |Error or
Summary 1:40 115 Qelwein rewritten. Incorrect;
1-311-135 "Options K and L would use E. Shelby Street and E. Hamlin Street as haul routes
during construction. During peak construction periods there could be as many as 5 to
20 trucks per hour, depending on which option is selected." Again, Anti-Option K
bias is revealed here. It is as though the writers want to pursue Option A as the only
alternative. | cannot believe that ONLY option K and L would use E. Shelby Street
Executive Section Walter and E. Hamlin Street as haul routes during construction. This seems like a Error or
Summary 1:40 116 Oelwein completely unjustified statement. Incorrect;
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I-311-136
"The scale and intensity of construction-related effects within these areas would be
greatest with Option K." Again, this calls out Option K unjustifiably. Option K is
designed to best improve the experience in the local area, and is supported by the
residents as such. The way this is written implies that Option K was designed to be
Executive Section Walter the worst and most disruptive. This reflects the anti-tunnel building bias more than it |Error or
Summary 1:41 117 Oelwein does a good analysis of the impacts of construction. Incorrect;
1-311-137 "Effects on the University District and Montlake neighborhoods would be similar for
Options Kand L." The specific call-out about Option K and L seems unjustified and
implies that Option A has no social impacts. This can't possibly be true. This section
further reveals anti-Option K bias, and is written in a way to pursuade people to think
that it is a bad option. In fact, this reveals that limited effort has been made to make
option K a viable alternative, study consturction plans. Constucting a tunnel will take
place underground, so intuitively, other than removing of dirt, there should be
Executive Section Walter actually less impact with the tunnel construction. This whole section needs to be Error or
Summary 1:41 118 Oelwein reviewed and corrected. Incorrect;
1-311-138 "Closure of NE Pacifi ¢ Street associated with Options K and L could affect response
times and emergency accesses to UW Medical Center." Again, | cannot abide with
the concept that Pacific Street is not affected by Option A, but Options K and L are
suddenly causing Medical response problems. This is a dangerous statement and
Executive Section Walter needs to be revised such that Option A is adequately called out as a damage to Error or
Summary 1:42 119 Oelwein emergency response. Incorrect;
1-311-139 "Overwater and in-water construction would affect tribal fi shing opportunities and
fish habitat, although the risk of harming fish is lower for Options A and L compared
to Option K." Again, somehow it is OK to put high shade-creating bridges and
cutting freeways through parks, but somehow Option K, which reduces the damage
Executive Section Walter the most is identified as the worst. This analysis is incorrect and needs to be Error or
Summary 1:42 120 Oelwein changed. Incorrect;
1-311-140 Omits or
ignores
important
info; Specific
design
"Option K would result in 7.0 acres of construction effects on area parks. This option |alternatives
would temporarily close over 80 percent of East Montlake Park. Construction effects [that would
are likely to last for 54 to 60 months." These numbers look trumped up to make it [reduce
appear that Option K is an onerous option. It actually reveals that WashDOT has not [impacts but
Executive Section Walter done enough due dilligence on how to design and manage this project. The SDEIS [were not
Summary 1:42 121 Oelwein needs to be re-written such that Option K construction is better managed. considered
1-311-141 Omits or
ignores
important
info; Specific
design
alternatives
that would
"Option K has the highest greenhouse gas emissions potential at roughly double that |reduce
of Option A." Here you quantify greenhouse gasses precisely, yet the overall impact |impacts but
Executive Section Walter of having cars exposed, and idling for the Montlake Bridges to go up and down is not |were not
Summary 1:46 122 Oelwein discussed. This makes the analsys deficient. considered
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I-311-142 Omits or
ignores
important
info; Specific
design
alternatives
that would
reduce

It appears that the greatest construction impact is on Option K. This also implies that |impacts but
Executive Section Walter it will have the best long-term benefit for Visual, Cultural, Economic, etc. This really |were not
Summary 1:46 123 Oelwein isn't mentioned anywhere in the document, and demonstrates an anti-Option K bias. |considered
I-311-143
Omits or
"Another project element that has helped WSDOT avoid and minimize effects has  |ignores
been to engage the public in project planning and identifying community resources, |important
values, and preferences. These activities include formal public scoping processes;  |info; Specific
public meetings and hearings; community briefi ngs; community, city-sponsored and |design
project newsletters; a project Web site; and a project hotline" This seems to imply  |alternatives
that WashDOT has sufficiently addressed neighborhood concerns. The consistent  |that would
Anti-Option K bias in the analysis reveals that WashDOT wants to implement the reduce
option most damaging to the local area, and hide the fact that significant pro-K impacts but
Executive Section Walter support exists in the local area. The analysis implies the opposite, and needs to were not
Summary 1:52 124 Oelwein change. considered

I-311-144
Error or
Incorrect;
Omits or

"Another project element that has helped WSDOT avoid and minimize effects has  |ignores
been to engage the public in project planning and identifying community resources, |important
values, and preferences." There is no commentary in this section that shows that the |info; Specific
community values NOT having an overland bridge cutting through their design
neighborhood. It shows that WashDOT has not sufficiently explored or offered alternatives
designs that reflect the community values, and the subsequent "designs" are the that would
result of negotiations to improve the poor design and find ways to make it better. reduce
Please change any wording that implies that WashDOT has tried to reflect the values |impacts but
Executive Section Walter of the local area and instead say, "WashDOT has ignored the values of the local were not
Summary 1:52 125 Oelwein area in proposing designs, and has had to negotiate compromises". considered

1-311-145 Error or
Incorrect;
Omits or
ignores
important
info; Specific

"Mitigation measures identified for effects during project operation” | objecttothe  |design

premise of this section. It should have a section: "How WashDOT designed a great |alternatives

construction from the start." It can't have this section because instead of using a that would

design process, it replaced existing default roadway placement and then mitigated.  [reduce

This is terrible urban development, and should have been done differently. impacts but

Executive Section Walter WashDOT can instead start with a better set of design principles and expertise and  [were not

SRSBRthRII9e Rppiggement eyl HOV bepiggbin  [create a great design, knowing the values of the area. corisidisréd
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I-311-146 Erl'Of or
Incorrect;
Omits or
ignores
important
info; Specific
design
"With the build alternatives, SR 520 would be considerably wider throughout the alternatives
corridor and somewhat higher across the Washington Park Arboretum (except under |that would
Option K)." This is the first time | see any indication that Option K has a less impact [reduce
due to bridge size. Why is this? In reading the rest of the document, the metrics impacts but
Executive Section Walter presented seem to imply that Option K has the most impact. Please fix the restof  |were not
Summary 1:59 127 Oelwein the document to sufficiently support this statement. considered
1-311-147 "However, broad public and political consensus has not been reached in support of  |Omits or
this recommendation.” This needs to state more explicitly: Eastside interests like ignores
Executive Section Walter Option A, and Westside Interests like Option K. | find it controvertial that interests  |important
Summary 1:61 128 Oelwein outside of the areas have such a say. info
I-311-148
This section misses some other controversies: The notion that putting an elevated
feeway through a wetland is acceptible in the 21st century. The limited thought on
how mass transit integrates (especially with the Sound Transit station). The idea of
adding a second Montlake bridge that essentially doubles the congestion and back-
up. The lack of integrated initial design, and the preference to suggesting a bad
design, and then mitigating; the fact that there is no identifiable designer, urban
planner or architect that can holistically apply expertise and holistic design and
benefits is a massive missed opportunity for this project. The lack of expertise in
urban design, and instead the reliance on replicating existing bad design. The fact
that WashDOT lied to the City Council at the hearing in December, saying that
Option A+ had broad-based support, when everyone in the room was in support of
Option M. The fact that it has been revealed that WashDOT has not studied the Omits or
impact of cars waiting for the second draw bridge, and assumes in all traffic ignores
Executive Section Walter throughput models that the drawbridges don't go up. WashDOT should be aware of |important
Summary 1:61 129 Oelwein these controversies, and needs to acknowledge these in this section. info
I-311-149
This report reflects a bridge with 6 lanes, plus 10 ft shoulders, as depicted in Exhibit
3. However, WashDOT has requested bids for 6 lanes, 10 ft shoulders, and two mor
lanes for light rail. That makes this SDEIS incomplete. It needs to describe the Omits or
visual quaity of what it would look like to have a bridge that size. It also needs to ignores
explain somewhere in the SDEIS that this is an option, and where it came from, as  |important
the other options are provided. This is a serious omission that needs to be info; other
Visual Quality Walter reconciled before any construction can begin, since all information is based on the "6 |options not
Vol. 1 Overall  |130 Oelwein lane" option, when WashDOT is not operating as such. considered
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R This shows what it looks like for Option A's second bascule bridge from above.
However, there are no images in the other exhibits of what it looks like from street
level. This is a serious omission, because it does not appear that the Montlake
corridor could handle a second bascule bridge with more lanes. This needs to be
addressed here in the Visual Quality report (what would it look like to have more Omits and
lanes in Montlake?). This does not seemed to be discussed anywhere in the SDEIS, |ignores
Visual Quality Walter and is a significant part of the project. Other intersections, L and K, are examined as |important
Vol. 1 Exhibit 4 |131 Oelwein having visual impact, but for some reason Option A's second bascule bridge is not.  |info.
1-311-151 Omits and
It appears that only Option K has an reasonable integration with the Sound Transit  |ignores
Visual Quality Walter station. How is the visual impact of the pedestrians discussed in this document? important
Vol. 1 Exhibit4 132 Oelwein Option A appears to be very ugly for the pedestrians at the Montlake level. info.
I-311-152
"effects related to aesthetics and visual quality are given due weight in project Omits or
decision-making”. | don't believe that due weight has been made, as options that ignores
Visual Quality Walter would significantly improve the visual quality, such as the tube and tunnel, were not  [important
Vol. 1 Section 9 {133 Oelwein considered as viable. info
311183 "To ensure that potential changes to visual quality and aesthetics resulting from a
transportation project are adequately and objectively considered during the NEPA
process, it is critical that an accepted, systematic assessment process be used."
There should also be a mention of the resources used to create the aesthetics to
begin with. | have yet to see any information about what expertise, design or
otherwise, was used to make sure this is the best design possible. In other major
projects, an architecture firm, a contest, or a famous architect is used. Why wasn't
one used here? It appears to be WashDOT staffers, not someone who would be
qualified to make aethetic improvements. So it needs to be called out that a)
WashDOT did not enlist aesthetic assistance. and b) there is no aesthetic expertise |Omits or
involved in creating the designs. This indicates that "due weight" has not been made |ignores
Visual Quality Walter in decision making. [f this was the case, then option A would be removed important
Vol. 1 Section 9134 Oelwein immediately, as it is easily the poorest in aesthetic quality. info
Error or
1-311-154 "Construction effects in the I-5, Portage Bay Bridge, and Lake Washington Incorrect;
geographic areas would be the same for Options A, K, and L and for the Phased Omits or
Implementation scenario." This cannot possibly be true, as Option K is a tunnel, and |ignores
Visual Quality |Section Walter at least some of the construction effects would be underground. By definition, this is [important
Vol. 1 10 135 Qelwein better aesthetically. info;
et "Construction effects in the Montlake and west approach areas would vary among
Options A, K, and L. Option A would result in the lowest number of visual changes.
Option K would have substantial (high-level) effects on visual quality due to the
presence of boring equipment for the Montlake Cut tunnel, removal and hauling of
excavation materials, the presence of barges for construction of the land bridge at
Foster Island, and the removal of swaths of vegetation for the tunnel, particularly
along the shoreline. Option L would have effects on visual quality comparable to
those of Option K. These effects would be due to the presence of construction Error or
barges for the proposed new bascule bridge (drawbridge) across the Montlake Cut." |Incorrect;
| don't agree with this assessment. This seems to say that creating a second draw  |Omits or
bridge across what is currently a famous vista has the least impact, while the barges |ignores
Visual Quality |Section Walter associated with building the tunnel, has much more impact? This appears to be anti- [important
Vol. 1 10 136 Oelwein Option K bias, and is unjustified in this report. info;
SR 520 Bridge Replacement and HOV Project Page 1777

2010 SDEIS Comments and Responses -- Comments Only

The margins and font of this exhibit have been adjusted to properly display in this document

For Internal Use Only -- 05/26/2011 14:11 PM



I-311
05/26/2011 13:25 PM

Ay "Under Option A, a new drawbridge parallel to the existing historic bridge would alter
the setting of the historic bridge and change the visual quality of views along the
canal when the established vegetation is removed." In prior sections you specifically
call out Option K as being worse aesthetically, but here you say Option A is going to |Omits or
change the historic bridge setting, but fail to call out specifically that Option K was  [ignores
Visual Quality |Section Walter DESIGNED SPECIFICALLY to avoid this. It must be called out here, or else this important
Vol. 1 10 137 QOelwein appears to be anti-Option K bias. info
311.157 "Under Option A, the bridge over Foster Island would be higher than the existing
bridge and the bridge proposed for Option L." Again, you fail to mention that Option
K is specifically designed to improve the visual character of Foster Island. Instead
you compare Option A to the existing bridge and Option L. The fact that you fail o |Omits or
compare this to Option K indicates severe bias against Option K. Option K is ignores
Visual Quality |Section Walter designed to be the best visually, and this needs to be called out in your aesthetic important
Vol. 1 10 138 Qelwein impact report. info
I-311-158
"Option K would result in substantial effects on visual character and quality in the
Montlake area." Why the neutral language -- "effects". Why not use the term Omits or
"substantial improvements"? This is what Option K was designed to do. The default Jignores
Visual Quality |Section Walter roadway placement of the old and Option A interchanges were aesthetic nightmares, |important
Vol. 1 10 139 Oelwein so to treat them as somehow acceptible or neutral is not correct. info
I-311-159
"These structures would dominate views much more than the existing ramps and
mainline because the layers of tree buffers would be gone, with limited ability to
replace the trees." | cannot abide by this assessment. The option K interchange Error or
was specifically designed to improve the views and impacts. This is written as Incorrect;
though exposed freeway ramps and interages are better than lids and hiding the Omits or
interchanges. This does not make any sense and needs to be revised to reflect that |ignores
Visual Quality |Section Walter Option K was designed to have the most pleasing impact. Why else would the local |important
Vol. 1 11 140 Oelwein community support Option K and not Option A? info;
I-311-160
"Option K would result in substantial effects on visual character and quality in the Error or
southeast campus of the University of Washington. The new Pacific Street/Montlake |Incorrect;
Boulevard intersection and a partial lid would create a complex, multi-layered visual |Omits or
field." So you're saying that a landscape architecht couldn't create a visual field ignores
Visual Quality |Section Walter better than a wide freeway, onramps, high bridge, etc.? This is not believable and  |important
Vol. 1 11 141 Oelwein calls into question this discipline report. info;
I-311-161 . . . .
"Option K would result in the greatest effects on visual quality and character on
Foster Island because of the removal of naturalized woodlands on both sides of SR
520 for the creation of the land bridge." This makes no sense again, and calls into
question this entire report. You're trying to say that the creation of a land bridge that |Error or
effectively hides a massive freeway is WORSE than a massive freeway soaring Incorrect;
through a treasured park? You're saying that increasing and connecting the Omits or
parkland is WORSE than a huge freeway? Why is it that the local residents support |ignores
Visual Quality |Section Walter having such a lid. The aesthic impact analysis is very poor, and needs to be re- important
Vol. 1 11 142 Oelwein done. Itis not credible. info;
I-311-162 EfTor or
"Option L would result in substantial effects on visual character and quality in the Incorrect;
southeast campus of the University of Washington." This section is written to be Omits or
similar to that of Option K's "substantial impacts." Nowhere in the comparison to you |ignores
Visual Quality |Section Walter mention that Option K goes underground, and makes for a better visual impact in important
Vol. 1 11 143 Oelwein comparison to Option L's intrusion on the WAC. info;
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I-311-163 bpecm-c
design
"The addition of sound walls under any of the options, if desired by the alternatives
neighborhoods, would make the roadway look thicker at the locations approved for  [that would
sound walls." What if the neighborhood putting the entire roadway underground. reduce
What impact would that have on visual quality? This is not assessed in the report,  |impacts but
Visual Quality |Secction Walter and this is a faulty report because you are offering only poor choices for visual were not
Vol. 1 11 144 Oelwein impact. considered
1-311-164 Specific
"The apparent extra thickness". This does not indicate who has would actually design
design noise walls. This is not an aesthetic concept: "noise walls", so it should be  |alternatives
called out that by proposing noise walls that reduce visual quality but improve sound |that would
quality, shows that this is not designed. A good designer would identify options and |reduce
solutions that both are aethetically improved and reduce noise (like a tube/tunnel).  |impacts but
Visual Quality [Section Walter The report shows little creativity or cability of designing an aesthtically pleasing were not
Vol. 1 11 145 Oelwein freeway in a dense neighborhood. considered
311265 "What are the key points of this report?" This section does not mention the fact that
the freeway is substantially larger than the existing freeway, which is going to be a
major aesthetic detriment. It mentions later in this section "defining character of
driving across 520" for drivers. What is the "defining character” that this bridge Specific
brings to residents who are near it all of the time? This needs to be called out: The |[design
aesthetics of a bridge trippled in size from the existing span has a major negative alternatives
impact on the local area. Why is this not discussed? This is the main complaint be [that would
local residents: that WashDOT is proposing to expand an already ugly, intrusive reduce
structure. This needs to be articulated in the Aesthetics Discipline report. If you do, |impacts but
Visual Quality |Section Walter it then obliges you to further consider alternatives that would actually REDUCE the |were not
Vol. 1 10 146 Oelwein visual (and noise) blight in the local area. considered
I-311-166
Omits or
ignores
important
info; Specific
design
alternatives
"Exhibit 3. 6-Lane Alternative Cross Section" This scematic seems to show a bridge |that would
that is twice the size of the exisiting bridge. You need to call out here, and reduce
everywhere in the report that this is an unacceptible intrusion on the visual quality ~ |impacts but
Visual Quality |Section Walter and character of the local area, and does not fit to the scale of the area, and that this [were not
Vol. 1 10 147 Oelwein is a failure of deisgn, and other alternatives should be considered. considered
I-311-167 OmItS or
ignores
important
"Exhibit 3. 6-Lane Alternative Cross Section" Why is it so crucial that the shoulders |info; Specific
be a full 10 feet? This seems to create a dramatically larger profile than the existing [design
footprint. If a car breaks down, does it need the full 10 feet? This does not make any |alternatives
sense. An alternative that significantly slims down this profile needs to be that would
considered in all sections of the SDEIS, including this one, because there is no reduce
justification I've seen for having such wide shoulders. |imagine that if there was an  [impacts but
Visual Quality |Section Walter actual designer working on this, not a default roadway placer, this would have been |were not
Vol. 1 15 148 Qelwein modeled and proposed. considered
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f3ii-ies "However, because quieter pavement has not been demonstrated to meet all FHWA | Omits or
and WSDOT avoidance and minimization requirements in tests performed in ignores
Washington State, it cannot be considered as noise mitigation under WSDOT and  |important
FHWA criteria. As a result, sound walls could be included in Option K." This section |info; Specific
reveals that WashDOT is not providing acceptible mitigation and is not workingin ~ [design
good faith with the results of the negotiation. WashDOT should instead offer better |alternatives
designs that reduce noise, improve aesthetics, rather than keep saying, "Noise walls |that would
are ugly, but can be added, and quieter pavement doesn't work." You're not reduce
providing any options for a negotiated option, so this indicates anti-Option K bias,  |impacts but
Visual Quality |Section Walter and that you are not trying to make this option work, even though this is the were not
Vol. 1 18 149 Oelwein preferred alternative of the local residents. considered
I-311-169
"However, because quieter pavement has not been demonstrated to meet all FHWA
and WSDOT avoidance and minimization requirements in tests performed in
Washington State, it cannot be considered as noise mitigation under WSDOT and
FHWA criteria. As a result, sound walls could be included in Option K." This section | Omits or
also neglects that Option A and L have similar contractictions and problems, but for  |ignores
some reason you neglect to call this out in the report. The report says that noise important
walls will be ugly and quiter pavement doesn't work. Doesn't this mean that the info; Specific
project is not fulfiling its goals of being respectful of the local area and assuring design
visual quality? In this case, WashDOT is required to provide adequate designs, not |alternatives
inadequate designs only. You are blaming the residents for not being able to design |that would
a freeway, and this is not appropriate. What would be appropriate is the reduce
acknowledgement that WashDOT has not been able to offer solutions that reflect impacts but
Visual Quality [Section Walter needs of the project, aesthetically, noise-wise, and is proposing something that were not
Vol. 1 18 150 Oelwein makes it go from bad (big freeway) to worse (bigger louder freeway). considered
1-311-170 | The concepts of intactness and utility are not used consistently in the summary in
Visual Quality [Section Walter section 10. The summary needs to reflect the framework of the aesthetic
Vol. 1 27 151 Oelwein assessment. Error
1-311-171
"WSDOT visited the project corridor several times to develop qualitative Error; Omits
assessments and descriptions of existing landscape conditions." | feel like this or ignores
introduces a conflict of interest. It seems to me that WashDOT is mostly concerned  |important
about putting in roads and increasing throughput. This is at odds with the act of info; Specific
qualitative assessments of landscape conditions, and would necessarily put a bias  |design
against doing a thorough or accurate job in this area. WashDOT needs to alternatives
acknowledge this bias and general lack of skill set, and hire an independent body not |that would
influenced by WashDOTs goals of creating throughput, so that this assessment reduce
could be accurate. It seems impossible to me that a body doing a visual assessment |impacts but
Visual Quality [Section Walter would arrive at a blight like Option A as a viable option, and the fact that WashDOT  |were not
Vol. 1 29 152 Oelwein even proposes such a poor default roadway placement reflects this. considered
L AYIS "community input". This is vague. At the beginning of the sentence it says that
WashDOT made site visits, but then it introduces the concept of "community input.”
This is not described as to where this input came from, and could mean anything. In |Omits or
a detailed report like this, an omission like this reveals that WashDOT did not ignores
Visual Quality |Section Walter perform due dilligence in understanding the community's values regarding the important
Vol. 1 29 153 Qelwein aethetics of the impacted area. info
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I-311-173
Error; Omits
or ignores
important
info; Specific
design
alternatives
"project analysts". Were these WashDOT representatives or an independent body? [that would
| believe that there is a conflict of interest here in that WashDOT's interests are not  [reduce
improving or understanding the visual character of the affected area, but in placing  |impacts but
Visual Quality |Section Walter default roadways through a right of way, as the proposed options from WashDOT  [were not
Vol. 1 29 154 Oelwein consistently represent. considered
1-311-174 This analysis is incomplete. There is a new public park "south portage bay" that Omits or
doesn't seem to have an assessed viewpoint. Also, it seems stranget that there are |ignores
Visual Quality |Section Walter no viewpoints assessed for most of the correidor of South Portage Bay toward the  |important
Vol. 1 31 155 Oelwein impacted area. info
I-311-175 _Omlts or
ignores
Visual Quality Walter The analysis is incomplete. There should be a viewable area from the south side of |important
Vol. 1 Sectin 31 {156 Oelwein Foster Island, as well as the north side. info
1-311-176 The analysis is incomplete. For some reason very few views from the Arboretum Omits or
toward the freeway area (between 16 and 17 on the map) are provided (especially  |ignores
Visual Quality |Section Walter from the south side). Similarly, how come the views from Marsh Island (and the important
Vol. 1 31 157 Oelwein footbridge) are not assesed either? info
raan You totally missed an important view to assess. Itis from E. Shelby Street in the
Roanoke Park neighborhood (up and down the entire street). It looks directly toward
Montlake Cut and directly at Montlake bridge. Since Options A and L are proposing
creating a massive second structure across Montlake Cut, this is something with
significant visual impact. However, Option K was specifically designed to make sure
this view was managed. Strangely, this assessment was avoided, indicating an anti-
Option K bias. This is a glaring omission that makes this assessment incomplete.  |Omits or
This clearly indicates why Option K is called out in the summary as being not as ignores
Visual Quality |Section Walter attractive, when you have systemically avoided the precise viewpoint(s) that Option  |important
Vol. 1 31 158 Oelwein K is designed to improve. info
1.311.178 At the end of this page you have the opportunity to note that in none of these
landscape units is it appropriate to have a large scale freeway cutting through it.
This is an omission that is not acknowledged in this discipline report. There is Omits or
nothing about the landscape that makes a large freeway appropriate for it. The ignores
Visual Quality |Section Walter freeway is an intrusion to the visual character of the area, and this should not imporant
Vol. 1 35 159 Qelwein acceptable. info
I-311-179
"have identified specific views and viewpoints as important" This is another Error; Omits
opportunity to acknowledge that WashDOT put a freeway into these views 45 years |or ignores
ago, and has made these views worse this entire time. These views would be important
significantly better were it not for the eggregious harm of bad freeway design that  [info; Specific
neglected issues such as aesthetics the first time they were built. I'm astonished that|design
this is not acknowledged in this discipline report, as this is the most fundamental alternatives
complaint of those who are in the local area: Someone put a massive freeway in the |that would
area and thinks that this is OK? The area is a treasure and an important tax base. It [reduce
has stunning views, yet the transportation department has chosen to destroy this, impacts but
Visual Quality |Section Walter and proposes to destroy it further. It is from this perspective that this discipline were not
Vol. 1 36 160 Oelwein should be written. considered
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I-311-180
Error; Omits
or ignores
important
info; Specific
design
alternatives
that would
reduce
Again, you fail to mention that the viewable area includes the Montlake Bridge, with  |impacts but
Visual Quality |Section Walter the potential addition of a second bascule bridge under Options Aand L. The fact  [were not
Vol. 1 37 161 Oelwein that this is missed calls into question the integrity and thoroughness of the report. considered
SR "I-o 1s generally not visible from homes north of East Roanoke Street because of
recently installed sound walls." It should be noted that the Department of
Transportation made an error in installing the sound walls, and they are much Omits or
shorter than the design. There is no mention of this, and if you are going to credit  |ignores
Visual Quality |Section Walter yourself for improving the visual character of the area, you need to admit to the important
Vol. 1 40 162 Oelwein failures. info
1-311-182
"Surface streets are in a grid pattern and densely lined with mature trees that form a
near continuous matrix of canopy." It isn't noted that residents have invested heavily |Omits or
in protecting these trees (specifically the elms surrounding Roanoke Park) from ignores
Visual Quality |Section Walter disease to preserve the historic character of the local area; this should be noted so  [important
Vol. 1 40 163 Oelwein that reviewers understand that these trees aren't here by accident. info
1-311-183 Omits or
The Portage Bay landscape unit includes the bay, the shorelines around, and ignores
Visual Quality |Section Walter hillsides overlooking Portage Bay." This sentense omits that someone put a giant important
Vol. 1 40 164 Oelwein freeway through this area in the 60s, which has been reviled as poor freeway design. |info
I-311-184
"The Portage Bay Bridge is an important character-defining structure in the
landscape unit." This needs to be elaborated to describe what kind of characterit ~ |Omits or
defines. Here are some suggestions: "It reflects the values of the 60s that felt ignores
Visual Quality |Section Walter comfortable altering the landscape significantly and negatively with a large freeway |important
Vol. 1 41 165 Oelwein in a residential area." (Note: Why is it assumed that these are still the values?) info
1-311-185 "Other vegetation includes the marshes, wetlands, and tree and shrub buffer around
the Montlake shoreline as well as the untended, overgrown area under the
westernmost part of the bridge." This is incomplete. You need to add that the South [Omits or
Portage Bay park has recently been restored by the residents, and they have ignores
Visual Quality [Section Walter removed significant vegetation along the southern part of the Montlake Playfield important
Vol. 1 41 166 Oelwein area. info
e, "The roofed docks of the Queen City Yacht Club at Boyer Avenue interfere with Omits or
ground-level views." Why the specific call-out on the Queen City Yacht club, but not |ignores
Visual Quality |Section Walter mention the massive, poorly designed bridge that dominates the views (and adds important
Vol. 1 41 167 Qelwein significant noise). info
1-311-187
"Husky Stadium is the dominant and iconic structure and a memorable part of most
views inside and outside of the area." You fail to mention that this area -- the
Montlake Cut is NOT affected by the current 520 footprint, and that it remains with
the same views of the prior 100 years. This is significant, because Options Aand L  |Omits or
(but not option K) will dramatically affect the Montlake Landscape unit. (This is why |ignores
Visual Quality |Section Walter the residents of Montlake support option K) Yet, you say in the summary that option  [important
Vol. 1 42 168 Qelwein K has the most impact. This needs to be revised to be correct. info
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. "a popular rock-climbing structure" Why does the rock climbing structure get
adjectival freatment of "popular.” Can we add popular to other things, then? How  [Omits or
about the "popular historic Montlake bridge" or the "popular views from Shelby street [ignores
Visual Quality |Section Walter of the Montlake bridge". | request that you put "popular” in front of all vista areas in  |important
Vol. 1 43 169 Oelwein which the 520 bridge has an impact. info
I-311-189
"The visual character of this landscape unit is defined primarily by the bay itself and
secondarily by the open spaces that ring the bay." Again, | can't understand how you
can omit that there is a giant network of freeways and onramps that dominate and ~ |Omits or
ruin the visual character of the space. Please add that this space has been ruined  |ignores
Visual Quality |Section Walter visually by soaring freeways and onramps, some of which have been abandoned important
Vol. 1 43 170 Qelwein and ignored by WashDOT for 40+ years. info
I-311-190
"These structures are relatively small in scale compared to the expanse of Union Bay
and while they contrast with the surrounding ornamental and native vegetation, they [Omits or
provide a textural and geometric counterpoint to water, sky, and vegetation." ignores
Visual Quality |Section Walter However, there is a massive freeway cutting through this area that is out of scale to  |important
Vol. 1 43 171 Oelwein the small scale structures and pristine environment. info
I-311-191
"The Evergreen Point Bridge is the dominant man-made structure in the Lake
Washington landscape unit." Here you mention that there is a massive freeway in the |Omits or
landscape unit, but you don't mention it elsewhere. You need to be consistent for  |ignores
Visual Quality |Section Walter this SDEIS to make sense, and understand why the residents on the West Side important
Vol. 1 45 172 Qelwein |advocate for improved design from the OLD, Cheap design. info
I-311-192
“The dark gray of the pontoons and road deck helps to soften the visual presence of
the structure as seen from distant locations." You mention the visual quality of the
bridge here, but you fail to mention that the bridge is not known for its visual quality,
only its size. It was designed poorly and cheaply originally, and has no distinctive ~ |Omits or
architectural qualities, and is never cited as an attractive structure, despite being in  |ignores
Visual Quality |Section Walter such a dense, highly populated cooridor. This needs to be called out that as design |important
Vol. 1 46 173 Oelwein goes, the 520 bridge was a failure. info
I-311-193 .OmItS or
ignores
Visual Quality |Section Walter "The pleasant landscape at Roanoke Park" It should be added that this landscape is |important
Vol. 1 49 174 Oelwein maintained and developed by local residents caring for the park. info
I-311-194
Please note that the vistas from Shelby Street in the Roanoke Park neighborhood
have high utility, intactness and vividness, all because this view of the Montlake Cut |Omits or
has not been destroyed by a giant freeway put in by WashDOT but will be if Options |ignores
Visual Quality [Section Walter AorL are instituted. This is neglected because Shelby Street in Roanoake Park important
Vol. 1 49 175 Oelwein was not included in the visual study, making this SDEIS incomplete. info
1-311-195
“In general, however, this is a vehicle-oriented environment and the aesthetic
experience of pedestrians here is diminished by traffic, in particular at the Montlake
Boulevard-Pacific Street intersection, the Montlake Boulevard overcrossing, and the
Montlake transit stop under the Montlake overcrossing". . . You need to add, "due to
the poorly planned original design that funnels all north-of-the-cut traffic across a two |Omits or
lane draw bridge that opens frequently, increasing congestion. Note that Options A  |ignores
Visual Quality |Section Walter and L repeat this same mistake, but Option K does not. This omission indicates an  |important
Vol. 1 52 176 Qelwein anti-Option K bias. info
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R "In the Arboretum itself, the bridge and west approach are only visible from the
Foster Island shoreline and the boardwalk between Foster Island and Marsh Island."
This seems to miss the fact that there is a large freeway bisecting Foster Island, and |Omits or
that you must go undeneath a feeway in order to get to the commonly used partof  |ignores
Visual Quality |Section Walter Foster Island. This addition of a freeway through a park is ruins many visual important
Vol. 1 53 177 Oelwein experiences. info
Sp— "Because of the age of the west approach structure, vegetation and shorelines have
settled into a visual balance with the bridge." | don’t think it's a fair statement that
anything in the Arboretum natural area has "balance” with a bridge, which is actually |Omits or
a massive freeway paying homage to cars. This needs to be restated to say, ignores
Visual Quality |Section Walter "vegetation and shorelines are still ruined by the massive unbalance that the bridge |important
Vol. 1 54 178 Oelwein brings." info
I-311-198
I'm disappointed with this section because it operates under the premise that it is
somehow acceptible to have a large freeway going through marshlands, parklands,
residential areas, boating areas, etc. This assumption makes not effort to
acknowledge the mistakes of the past and assumes that this is the acceptible
baseline. When embarking upon an expensive massive project, the acceptible
baseline should be a structure that is in harmony with the area, not an intrusion. The [Omits or
SDEIS needs to be improved so that it makes it clear what an accpetible visual ignores
Visual Quality |Section Walter impact would be for such an area. Instead, it frequently ignores the impact that a important
Vol. 1 54 179 Oelwein massive freeway structure has on an otherwise vivit, intact, and utile visual space.  |info
I-311-199
"The “before” and “after” visual character were compared in order to determine the
degree and type of potential effect, as defined by the criteria shown in Exhibit 13,
adapted from FHWA guidelines (FHWA 1989)." This concept misses the point
behind the opportunity of this project. By using the existing, failed structure as the  [Omits or
before, it makes it somehow acceptible, or status quo. This project, especially at its |ignores
Visual Quality |Section Walter price tag, needs to enhance the local area rather than accept failed design as the important
Voal. 1 57 180 Oelwein existing level of acceptability. info
1.311.200 Your first bullet point should be, "The ongoing idea that a massive structure that puts {Omits or
a preference to cars in a sensitive area is being reinforced and accepted as the ignores
Visual Quality |Section Walter status quo." The point is that the visual impact study is avoiding the possibilities of a |important
Vol. 1 57 181 Oelwein design that doesn't make this assumption. info
1-311-201 Omits or
There is no mention in the Portage Bay Land Unit the impact of creating new bridges |ignores
Visual Quality |Section Walter across the Montake Cut. These are significant architectural features that need to be  [important
Vol. 1 60 182 Oelwein cited, or else the SDEIS is incomplete. info
1-311-202 "Widening Montlake Boulevard north of the Montlake Cut would remove a portion of
the UW Open Space, including many specimen conifers that now act as an informal
gateway to the University of Washington campus and as the ground-level terminus of |Omits or
Rainier Vista." This isn't mentioned in the summary, the widening of Montlake ignores
Visual Quality |Section Walter Boulevard and the significance behind this. It appears that the impact of this is far  |important
Vol. 1 62 183 Oelwein understated. info
1919305 "Option K would not affect the Montlake bascule drawbridge area, and visual effects
in the NOAA campus area could be less than those of Option A" This is not
mentioned in the summary. In the summary it repeats over and over that Option K
Visual Quality |Section Walter has the worst visual impacts of the three options, yet in the actual analysis, it reads
Vol. 1 62 184 Oelwein that Option K has less impact. Error
1-311-204 "The east end of the Portage Bay Bridge would be 11 to 12 feet narrower for Option
K than for Option A, which might lessen the visual effects of demolition and
construction." 11 to 12 feet is significant, yet it might lessen the visual effects of
Visual Quality |Section Walter demolition? This can't be correct, unless you state more clearly that Option K will
Vol. 1 62 185 Oelwein indeed lessen the visual effects of demolition. Error
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e "Excavation of the tunnels under the Montlake Cut would not be visible but the
freezing operation and mining machinery would be visible for several months." In
the summary it is repeated that tunnel excavation has a significant impact, and even
made it into the summary and the executive summar. Yet here, it says that
Visual Quality |Section Walter excavation will not be visible. This is contradictory information, and this section, as
Vol. 1 63 186 Oelwein well as the executive summary needs to be changed. Error
I-311-206 . .
"The loss of tree buffers, the extreme change in landform, and the construction of
ventilation towers for the tunnels and pump houses for stormwater would
dramatically change the park-like character of this area." This implies that there is
no design to make it as park-like as possible. How can this be, when the whole
intent of this part of the plan is to preserve the historic character of the Montlake
area. It implies that there has been no real design work for this, so the report writer
needed to just say it would be bad. This implies that the design is incomplete. The
Visual Quality |Section Walter design needs to be finished (by actual designers) and then the SDEIS can be written
Vol. 1 63 187 Oelwein without speculation as is found here. Error
1-311-207 | "but would add large above-ground bridge structures." This sentence is buried in the
Visual Quality |Section Walter middle of the paragraph and at the end of a sentence. This should be the first point
Vol. 1 64 188 Oelwein made. Option L creates a huge bridge. Error
1-311-208 Omits or
Because you didn't do a study from Shelby St. in Roanoke Park, you are omitting ignores
Visual Quality |Section Walter important info. The creation of a large bridge where there is only the historic important
Vol. 1 64 189 Oelwein Montlake bridge has a huge impact on this view. This SDEIS is incomplete info
1-311-209 There is no mention that Option A doubles the size of the freeway in Foster Island.  {Omits or
Won't this be doubly visible? (The later section of Option K mentions the creation of |ignores
Visual Quality |Section Walter the land briidge, but this section does not mention the creation of a doubled-size important
Vol. 1 65 190 Oelwein freeway info
I-311-210 .OmItS or
ignores
Visual Quality |Section Walter "The noticeably wider roadway". This omits that it would be taller and the noise important
Vol. 1 69 191 Oelwein walls, undesigned, have to be assumed to be of poor aesthetics. info
1-311-211 |
Visual Quality |Section Walter "The new reversible HOV fly-over ramp" -- | believe that this is only an Option A
Vol. 1 70 192 Oelwein feature, it needs to be called out as such. Error
1-311-212 "Visual quality would not change here because the new ramp would be consistent
with the visual quality and character of the existing interchange." Again, this is
insufficient. How is having a flyover exchange next to an elementary school Omits or
acceptable? It was controvertial at the time I-5 was installed, and it is still ignores
Visual Quality |Section Walter controvertial. The freeway designers should not be allowed to rely on existing bad  |important
Vol. 1 70 193 Oelwein design as acceptable. info
1-311-213 Omits or
Again, you fail to comment on the view from E. Shelby to the cut, where the new ignores
Visual Quality |Section Walter draw bridges will be with Options A and L. This is a serious omission and needs to  |important
Vol. 1 70 194 Oelwein be added to the SDEIS for it to be valid or to further consider Option A or L. info
I-311-214
"The character and quality of the new Portage Bay Bridge Wider spaces between
columns and a wider road deck Landscaping under the Portage Bay Bridge west of
Boyer Avenue" These three bullet points suppose that there is actual design to the
bridge. | have not seen any evidence of a bridge designer associated with this
project, only default roadway placements. From the content of the SDEIS, the actual |Omits or
look of the portage bay bridge is simply a guess of what it may look like, and not ignores
Visual Quality |Section Walter something that visual quality SDEIS writers can comment on. This makes it an important
Vol. 1 70 195 Oelwein incomplete SDEIS. info
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1-311-215

Visual Quality
Vol.

1

Section
70

196

Walter
Qelwein

"«The character and quality of the new Portage Bay Bridge

Wider spaces between columns and a wider road deck

sLandscaping under the Portage Bay Bridge west of Boyer Avenue" This section
does not mention and diminishes the impact of having a bridge that is more than
twice the width size of the original bridge. Also, there is no mention of the water
capture elements, and what they look like. Finally, there is no mention as to what
noise walls will look like and the impact a noise-wall-look would have of the views.
This is a major complaint of the nearby residents, so it is strange that it is not
mentioned in the SDEIS. It needs to be added in order for this SDEIS to be
complete.

Omits or
ignores
important
info

1-311-216

Visual Quality
Vol.

1

Section
71

197

Walter
Oelwein

“This would not change visual quality because the bridge is already the dominant
structure in the views in this area (Exhibit 2-4, Attachment 2)." This is simply not
correct and needs to be changed. It cannot stand to reason that a bridge with twice
the width does not have an impact on the quality of structure. Having a bridge twice
the size of the original will have a significant impact on views. Secondly, it implies
that an out of scale, out of place bridge is somehow acceptible in this natural and
built environment, and seems to be making the argument that this is an acceptible
thing to have here. An out of scale building replacing a different out of scale building
is still out of scale. | have not seen any statement in this SDEIS that says that this
freeway going through several neighborhoods and parklands is a problematic issue
from visual quality.

Omits or
ignores
important
info

1-311-217

Visual Quality
Vol.

1

Section
71

198

Walter
Oelwein

"These changes would not change the overall visual quality ratings, but much
depends on the design of the new bridge. If the design of the Portage Bay Bridge is
noteworthy and architecturally appropriate in terms of style and scale for the setting,
vividness and unity would remain high, and intactness could increase. On the other
hand, a design that does not consider style or scale may adversely affect visual
quality." This is a very appropriate statement to have in this SDEIS, and it is quite
revealing. This states that the design of the bridge has not yet be completed, which
means that this Visual Quality report, and other aspects of the SDEIS needs to be
called into question. How can a visual impact assessment be made without having
an actual design to review this. WashDOT needs to have proper designers create a
design, and then you should create an SDEIS that assesses the impact. By
admitting that you don't have a design, you have stated that this SDEIS is not valid.
There have been no mention that | have seen that WashDOT plans to hire an
architect that would make it "architecturally appropriate”, so we have to assume that
this bridge will be ugly like the last one.

Omits or
ignores
important
info

I-311-218

Visual Quality
Vol.

1

Section
71

199

Walter
Qelwein

"Option K would result in effects identical to those of Option A, except that Option K
does not have the Option A auxiliary ramp, making the eastern half of the bridge 35
feet narrower than under Option A (Exhibit 2-1, Attachment 2). The decrease in width
would noticeably decrease the effects on the NOAA campus (Exhibit 2-7, Attachment
2), but may not be discernible from most viewpoints (Exhibit 2-6, Attachment 2)." It
appears that you are minimizing the impact of something specifically designed to
maximize the impact. Option K is the best effort to design in a slimmer profile of the
bridge. Then to say that it has no impact ("not discernible") needs to be revised.

Error
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I-311-219
"Option K would result in effects identical to those of Option A, except that Option K
does not have the Option A auxiliary ramp, making the eastern half of the bridge 35
feet narrower than under Option A (Exhibit 2-1, Attachment 2)." This misses a
significant issue: The fact that Options A and L have an additional Montlake Bridge
is not mentioned here at all. The Montlake Bridge is highly visible from Portage Bay
(as is the 520 bridge). The fact that Options A and L are not assessed on their visual
impact on the Montake Bridge vista is a significant omission in this SDEIS. (By the |Omits or
way-- Options A and L would have significant negative impact on the visual quality of |ignores
Visual Quality |Section Walter the Montlake Cut. Hence Option K exists, but you wouldn't know it from the way this [important
Vol. 1 71 200 Qelwein SDEIS is written). info
1-311-220 Specific
design
alternatives
There are very few arguments as to why this multi-billion dollar bridge will actually  |that would
improve views. The lids are the main feature, and mysterious "architectural reduce
treatments”, but beyond that there isn't much to say in favor of the visual quality of  |impacts but
Visual Quality Walter the project. This calls into question the default roadway placement, and makes the |were not
Vol. 1 Overall  ]201 Oelwein argument to have real designers work on this project, not engineers. considered
e "Option L would result in effects similar to those of Option K, except that the
presence of sound walls at approved locations would make the roadway appear
more massive when seen from outside of the roadway." First, you need to use the  |Specific
term "more massive" for many areas of this report, since that is what it will have on  |design
visual impact. Second, this sentence hides the fact that WashDOT has no ideas alternatives
other than soundwalls to reduce noise. It makes every excuse not to use quiet that would
pavement, or seek out information for making it work. It lacks credibility that noise  |reduce
walls is the only idea that WashDOT has to solve the noise problem. WashDOT impacts but
Visual Quality Walter needs to change from trying to railroad stale and bad ideas and move toward were not
Vol. 1 Overall  |202 Oelwein identifying cutting edge solutions that work elsewhere in the world. considered
3222 "resulting in an overall reduction in the quality of views of experienced while driving  |Specific
across or looking at the Portage Bay Bridge." This statement is true, and it is also design
stated in the report that the architecture of the bridge has not been designed yet. alternatives
Therefore, this SDEIS is premature and needs to be rewritten after the bridge has  |that would
actually been designed, because this would have a big impact on the report - reduce
actually knowing what the bridge would look like, and whether it would be an impacts but
Visual Quality |Section Walter architectural achievement or a default roadway slab, as the SDEIS seems to assume |were not
Vol. 1 71 203 Oelwein itis. considered
I-311-223 SpeClﬁC
design
alternatives
that would
reduce
"Presence of a new bascule bridge parallel to the historic Montlake Bridge" Thisis  |impacts but
Visual Quality |Section Walter omitted in the Portage Bay Landscape Unit. It needs to be assessed for the Portage [were not
Vol. 1 72 204 Qelwein Bay Landscape Unit, or else this SDEIS is incomplete. considered
S—— "However, if the stormwater treatment wetland were designed to blend
naturalistically with the surroundings it could be a positive change.” This is a
consistent problem with this report. The various Options are not actual designs, but
concepts created by WashDOT staffers and concerned citizens and no actual design
has been created by qualified professionals. This makes this entire SDEIS suspect,
and in need of revision after actual designs have been created. When there is no
Visual Quality |Section Walter design, it ends up being all bad design, and thus this visual quality report is Error or
Vol. 1 72 205 Oelwein inaccurate. incorrect
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T the soutneast campus area of the UFIIVBFSI[)-( of Wasfilng[on, Uphon A WOUId have

I effects on overall visual quality comparable to Options K and L but on different
resources.” This minimizes the differences on something that is significant. This
section does not emphasize at all that a second draw bridge is out of scale for the
area, and would look strange. The same goes for Option L, with an askew bridge in  |Omits or
the same viewing area. Only option K maintains the look and character of the ignores
Visual Quality |Section Walter existing set up. | don't see this articulated in the report, when this is the spirit behind [important
Vol. 1 73 206 Oelwein the different options. info
I-311-226
"Vividness would remain high in the Montlake Cut area if the new bascule bridge is
an appropriate architectural companion to the existing historic bridge." Once again,
this SDEIS reveals that there is no actual design for the bridges. This makes the
visual quality report incomplete and needs to be re-done once bridges are designed.
| find it amazing that WashDOT feels comfortable discussing the visual quality of
something that hasn't actually been designed. Ifit is an on-the-cheap default bridge,
then it will look totally out of character. As there is no indicator of who is actually
doing the designs, we have to assume that it is the least-designed option that will
prevail. We cannot accept this SDEIS because it fails to understand the impact. Omits or
This is a concern of the residents, and this SDEIS does nothing to illuminate the ignores
Visual Quality Walter issues and only exacerbates them with the admission that there are no actual important
Vol. 1 Sectin 73 |207 Oelwein designs on the table. info
1-311-227
"Even though the SR 520 roadway would be wider, intactness and unity for
residential views in the Montlake area could potentially increase because they would
be of landscaping and not the highway." This appears to be wishful thinking, and  [Omits or
needs to be supported with something that indicates that WashDOT has actual ignores
Visual Quality |Section Walter urban planners and landscape architects and designs that support this. It should be |important
Vol. 1 73 208 Oelwein noted "If there is landscaping” instead of assuming that there will be. info
1-311-228 "Presence of tall retaining walls, columns for the mainline, and more road surfaces
around the interchange”. On previous pages, you mention "f the new bascule bridge
is an appropriate architectural companion”, which clearly states that there is no
guarantee of this happening, and that the bridge has not yet been designed.
However, when you get to Option K, you suddenly know the height of the walls and
columns and the visual impact of this. Itis easy to imagine that elisting architects Specific
and designers, much as you seem to assure will happen for the second Montlake design
bridge, would create an option K tunnel entrance that is low profile, fits with the alternatives
surrounding area, and would be a net improvement over the existing space, due to  [that would
urban design resources being devoted to it. How come you don't mention this reduce
opportunity for improved architecture for Option K, when you do for Option A? This |impacts but
Visual Quality |Section Walter shows an anti-Option K bias. The design alternative that is not being considered is  |were not
Vol. 1 73 209 Oelwein the idea that you can hire a designer. considered
I-311-229 Omits aor
"more road surfaces around the interchange" By the way-- wouldn't there be "more |ignores
Visual Quality |Section Walter road surface" for Option A? This is not mentioned in the option A section -- when it |important
Vol. 1 73 210 Oelwein is creating 4 more lanes. This appears to be a signifiant omission. info
I-311-230 .
“The tunnel could change the character of the east mouth of the Montlake Cut." This
statement is made for the tunnel, but not for a second bascule bridge?" Itis clear
that there is little understanding or expertise or design behind the tunnel entrance,
and the default renderings are assuming the worst. This appears to have some
serious anti-Option K bias compared the the repeated use of minimal impact with Omits or
Options A and L, even though they create soaring double-wide bridges while Option |ignores
Visual Quality |Section K does what the rest of the project should be -- minimizing the emphasis on roads  |important
Vol. 1 74 211 (and hiding them) and maximizing the emphasis on the natural area. info
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1-311-231 "At SR 520, the SPUI and tunnel configuration would create a walled canyon for
motorists." This has too much value-judgement associated with it. Motorists would
be able to cross the Montlake Cut and not have to look at a second bridge (this is
not mentioned, for some reason). Secondly, moving into a tunnel and re-emerging
on the bridge would be an overall pleasant experience for a driver, especially if you
avoid having to sit and wait for the bridge to go up. Walled canyon seems to be
Visual Quality |Section Walter overstating an entrance to a tunnel, and I'm sure the designers-- if you had them--
Vol. 1 74 212 Oelwein would make it so that it doesn't have this feel. Error.
I-311-232 Omits or
There is no mention on the aesthetics and visual quality of what it will look like when |ignores
two bridges go up in Options A and L. This makes this SDEIS seem significantly  |important
incompplete. Two bridges going up at the same time will certainly increase info; Specific
congestion (especially as traffic rates increase over time), and motorists and design
pedestrians will not like the visual quality of sitting and looking at traffic. Havingto |alternatives
draw bridges go up at the same time would also have a silly, bloated look to it. Also, [that would
do they go up at the same time, or do they do it in sequence? This, too, would look [reduce
kind of askew and make views worse, not better. I'm surprised that this isn't impacts but
Visual Quality addressed at all. Of course, this is highly visible from all throughout the Portage Bay [were not
Vol. 1 Overall 213 neighborhood, so this is an important aesthetic consideration for the residents. considered
Sl "These structures would dominate near views much more than the existing ramps
and mainline do because of the walls in the water for the SPUI ramps, and because
the tree buffers would be gone (Exhibit 2-21, Attachment 2). These structures would
be visible to motorists and park users, with the highest level of visual effects on
views from the Arboretum Waterfront Trail at Marsh Island." There's a lot of negative
discussion about the entrance to the tunnel, but no discussion of what it looks like
when thousands of cars sit idle waiting for two draw bridges go up and down, and
what a second draw bridge does from the view from Marsh Island. | (and Omits or
proponents of Option K) think that it would look bloated and weird to see two draw  |ignores
Visual Quality |Section Walter bridges, especially since this changes a historic Montlake cut. But this impactnot  |important
Vol. 1 74 214 Oelwein mentioned, reflecting anti-Option K bias. info;
I-311-234
"The tunnel could change the character of the east mouth of the Montlake Cut. Even
though the structure itself would not be visible, the tunnel entrance would change the
landform at the former MOHAI parking lot and require ventilation towers and
stormwater pump stations in East Montlake Park. The taller structures could also be
visible from some residences on both sides of the interchange." This section seems
to underestimate what a good landscape architect could do here. It implicitly states |Omits or
that there is no actual design ("could also be visible" instead of "will also be visible"). |ignores
Visual Quality |Section Walter This is a lot of negative text talking about an opportunity area for a former parking lot {important
Vol. 1 74 215 Oelwein (and a not very attractive one at that). info;
I-311-235
"This new configuration would create a complex, multi-layered channel that would
block views to the University of Washington and Rainier Vista from the viewpoints of
the motorist and transit rider." This section has revealed that there area no actual
designs of the bridge architecture, but there isn't much discussion on how there are
no actual designs of the "complex, multi-layered channel." Why the negative
verbiage surrounding the channel, when it hasn't actually be designed yet? It should
have a more neutral or optimistic text (as you have in describing the second
Visual Quality [Section Walter Montlake Bridge), "architectural complement to the area" rather than denegrating it  |Error or
Vol. 1 75 216 Oelwein as a complex, multi-layered channel. incorrect
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I-311-236

"Intactness and unity would decrease in the Montlake residential area because the
massive, depressed SPUI is not in balance or consistent with the residential scale
and the natural character of the parks and shorelines around it." It appears that only
option K gets the "negative" score for the SPUI as "not in balance with the residential
scale." | have several issues with this. First, You fail to mention in this report that
having a giant freeway that goes through parkland and residential areas is out of
scale and balance. This needs to be stated in the report repeatedly and explicitly, if
you are going to be comfortable discussing the SPUI. Second, the second Montlake
Bridge is not in scale and part of the natural character, yet this is not mentioned.
Third, as has been revealed in many sections of this document, there have not
actually been designs of the bridge(s), and we can extend this understanding to the
SPUI. Calling it out of scale and out of balance rings false, when a proper designer
would be able to work on this, and this SDEIS is incomplete until you actually do
have someone do this. Fourth, the second bascule bridge, additional lanes, and
onramps in Option A would have the same rediculous out of scale and out of balance
issues. In fact, the existing interchange at Montlake has that as well. The fact that
this is called out for Option K, but not Option A shows some serious anti-Option K
bias. This bias in the detailed report is amplified in the report summary and in the
Visual Quality |Section Walter executive report and needs to be revised to be more accurate about the visual Error or
Vol. 1 75 217 Oelwein problems of Option A (of which there are plenty) and the visual benefits of Option K. |incorrect
“The SPUI over the mainline and the new bridge through East Montlake Park would
be a dramatic change in visual character and visual quality in this area (Exhibits 2-14
and 2-15, Attachment 2)." Agreed. How come you don't mention the second
bascule bridge as being "dramatic" with Option A? This clearly shows pro-Option A
bias. Please understand that Option A opponents see having a second bascule
Visual Quality [Section Walter bridge over Montlake as an unsightly, out of scale, out of balance addition to a Error or
Vol. 1 75 218 Oelwein historic landscape. incorrect

1-311-237

1-311-238 Omits or
"Option L would result in very high levels of change to visual character and quality in [ignores
Visual Quality |Section Walter the Montlake area." | did not see a similar statement in relation to Option A, when  [important
Vol. 1 75 219 Oelwein adding a second draw bridge would surely have a similar impact. info;

1-311-239 "The new bridge could be noticeable from a number of viewpoints in the Montlake
neighborhood, Foster Island, and Laurelhurst.” Again, you forget about Portage Bay
area. Most residences and many streets and street-end parks in Montlake have Omits or
amazing views of the Montlake Cut. Adding a soaring bridge in Option A and L ignores
Visual Quality |Section Walter would have a big impact. This is an omission that makes this SDEIS significantly ~ |important
Vol. 1 75 220 Oelwein insufficient. info;

1-311-240

“The lid will be designed to respond to the existing landscape and this may
ameliorate the enclosing effect of the sound walls by creating new connections and
viewpoints." Again, the concept of design is introduced as something that is to take
place later, yet this SDEIS is commenting on the aesthetic impact of. . ."designs".
This undermines the concept of the document, and it is by definition incomplete,
since we don't actually know the designs, so it impossible to comment of the impact
of the designs. Also, this reminds us that the actual options developed were not
from designers, but from default roadway placement and helpful suggestions from  [Omits or
concerned citizens. Please have proper designers design the concepts from the ignores
Visual Quality |Section Walter start, rather than throw something together and expect us to understand the visual  |important
Vol. 1 77 221 Oelwein quality of them. info;
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1-311-241

Visual Quality
Vol. 1

Section
77

222

Walter
Oelwein

"The surface lid could create a less cluttered pedestrian environment that is also
compatible with the urban character of the Pacific Street area and complement the
University Link Light Rail station. The depressed intersection could also create a less
cluttered situation for motorists but longer distance, orienting views and street
landscapes would not be available." This was worded less positively in the Option K
section. There wasn't a mention of a complement to the University Link Light Rail
station, and the surface lid was not described as a "less cluttered pedestrian
environment." This reveals anti-Option K bias in this section.

Omits or
ignores
important
info

1-311-242

Visual Quality
Vol. 1

Section
78

223

Walter
Qelwein

"The permanent removal of the Aurora Borealis sculptures at the entrance to Union
Bay near Madison Park would not have an effect on visual quality, but the marking of
a threshold or gateway would be lost." This hides a story. The gateway quality of
the sculptures exists because of the narrow roadway that currently exists. The much
wider roadway destroys the scale, making it impossible to have a "gateway" or
“threshhold”. The scale of the freeway is in essence too large of a scale to make it
inviting to Seattle. This omisison reveals a commentary that needs to be included --
the freeway is much bigger than before (higher, bulkier and wider), creating scale
problems.

Omits or
ignores
important
info

I-311-243

Visual Quality
Vol. 1

Section
78

224

Walter
Oelwein

"The primary effect on visual quality and character from operation of the facility
would be due to the noticeably greater width and somewhat noticeable greater
height of the west approach.” This point seemed to be diminished or avoided in the
Portage Bay section. Why?

Error or
Incorrect

I1-311-244

Visual Quality
Vol. 1

Section
78

225

Walter
Qelwein

"The new path under the bridge could be a more comfortable and pleasant
experience than going through the tunnel as it does today because of the complete
openness.” This makes the new path seem too rosy. The path is by definition twice
as long, and it is still under a massive freeway. Using the words "pleasant" and
"comfortable" are pushing it. Instead you should say, "somewhat less odious if the
designers take care in this path, but if they took the same care as they did in the 60s,
it will be twice as worse." | notice that whenever it is Option A, you try to make it
sound acceptible, while Option K emphasizes the downsides.

Error or
Incorrect

I-311-245

Visual Quality
Vol. 1

Section
78

226

Walter
Oelwein

"The Arboretum and Foster Island in general will not be affected by the presence of
the new bridge." | couldn't disagree more. Why would local residents propose a
landbridge over the freeway and a lower profile of the freeway if they didn't consider
the presence of the bridge compeletely odious? Then to say that a bridge double
the size does not affect the Arboretum and Foster Island? This is an incorrect
assessment and cannot possibly be true. Additionally, the current bridge affects the
Arboretum and Foster island significantly, so it cannot be true that the "new bridge"
does not affect the Arboretum and Foster Island. This assessment surfaces in the
executive summary, and needs to be stricken and revised for this SDEIS to be
correct.

Error or
Incorrect

I-311-246

Visual Quality
Vol. 1

Section
78

227

Walter
Qelwein

"Of the three options, Option K would result in the highest level of change to the
visual quality and character of Foster Island." This surfaces in the executive
summary as a negative. Only Option K specifically makes an effort to significantly
improve the visual experience on Foster Island, yet the SDEIS says that it has the
"highest level of change”, with all supporting statements describing how it makes it
worse, yet the other options are treating a large freeway through a public open
space as benign. This is not correct and needs to be changed for this SDEIS to be
correct.

Error or
Incorrect
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I1-311-247

Visual Quality

Vol.

1

Section
79

228

Walter
Oelwein

“The four corners of the land bridge would likely always be somewhat visible from
parts of Lake Washington, Union Bay, and Husky Stadium because the marsh and
wetland vegetation might not be tall enough to completely screen the walls." Itis
admitted that the design is not complete for other aspects of the project (such as
Option A's second bascule bridge), yet here it is assumed that the design is
complete of Option K's lid -- and it affects visual quality. Why wouldn't a well
designed landbridge enhance the area rather than affect it negatively? Why not call
out that it hasn't yet been designed? This section is pure speculation, and indicates
that Option K's impact is worse rather than better without any supporting evidence.

Error or
Incorrect;
No support

1-311-248

Visual Quality

Vol.

1

Section
79

229

Walter
Oelwein

"From the park user's perspective, the north portion of Foster Island would be a
somewhat more formalized recreation area depending on the design of the picnic
and swimming area". Again, it hasn't been designed yet, so you cannot specualte
the degree to which it is formalized. And how is it acceptible to not call out the level
of formalization for the other options, which have a large, car/transportation-centric
structure soaring through it. Is this not formalized? And formalized declaration of
lack of respect for the natural enviomment and parkland? This needs to be called
out more explicitly. Consistently in this SDEIS you call out the negative aspects of
the efforts to improve the area and make it better despite a freeway going through it,
yet ignore the negative aspects of having a massive freeway go through natural
spaces.

Error or
Incorrect;
No support

I1-311-249

Visual Quality

Vol.

1

Section
79

230

Walter
Oelwein

“The south portion of Foster Island would retain most of its woodland character and
the new path to the lid could be more comfortable and pleasant than going through
the tunnel." Why the softness of "could be more pleasant than going through the
tunnel"? This must be an error. Of course that going to and over the lid will be
better than walking through a creepy 100+ foot tunnel. Also, it doesn't mention the
experience of walking over the lid versus walking through a tunnel. Shouldn't this be
a consideration of the visual impace? This is another eggregious anti-Option K
statement that needs to be corrected to: The lid will significantly enhance the
experience, yet it is presented here as either a neutral or negative.
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"access roads would be installed for vehicle access to the stormwater pump stations
near the land bridge and this will give the south island a more developed quality."
This is another example highlighing the negatives of the Option K Foster Island lid
and a minimization of the negative impacts of a huge freeway going through the
parkspace. How is it that something with minimally used access roads that covers
up a massive freeway is "more developed" than a actual massive freeway with
hundreds and thousands of speeding cars, trucks and busses?
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"Intactness and unity when seen from the viewpoints near or on Foster Island could
be diminished to low or moderate because the paved roads and land bridge
structure are not consistent or harmonious with the island’s existing undeveloped
woodlands." Again, you call out this landbridge as being a negative to the island,
when the other options have a (twice as large) large freeway zooming through it
without any effort to be "harminious with undeveloped woodlands" This
charcterization of the option is consistently incorrect and doesn't adequately express
the effort to improve the situation on Foster Island. The other options make a bad
situation worse on the island, yet this SDEIS does not articulate it.
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"The Foster Island trail may have to pass under SR 520 in a tunnel as it does today if
the bridge height does not provide a minimum of 10 feet clearance for vehicles and
pedestrians." There's a lot of discussion about the landbridge of Option K and it's
impact, but no discussion of what it is like to have a freeway twice the width going
through Foster Island. This section is incomplete and does not reflect the impact of
Option A or L.
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Rt "Increases in the amount of ambient and direct light in the corridor may occur
because of additional and/or brighter sources along the highway and access ramps."
A special call-out for Option K's tunnel should be made here. As itis the only tunnel, {Omits or
it by definition, would reduce the ambient light compared to what adding four lanes |ignores
Visual Quality |Section Walter on Opton A and L. Why is this not mentioned? In the following paragraph you talk  |important
Vol. 1 83 234 Oelwein about the differences between options, and this section needs to articulate this. info
1-311-253
"he Option L bascule bridge over East Montlake Park would cast wide, dense shade
in the park compared to the current dappled, softer shade from vegetation. Both
Options A and L would increase shadowing over the Montlake Cut." This is correct,
but | find it peculiar that you find many opportunities to talk about the "high retaining |Omits or
walls" and "deep canyons" of Option K (which | disagree with), yet you fail to mention jignores
Visual Quality |Section Walter that Option K specifically prevents this increased shading and ambient light. This important
Vol. 1 83 235 Oelwein indicates a bias against Option K. info
I-311-254
"Avoidance and Mitigation" This section implies that these are the only good options
-- avoidance and mitigation -- and reveals a core problem of the project. A third
option is to identify designs that actually improve the area, that positively create a
better environment (a positive approach) vs. avoidance and mitigation (a negative
approach). You are preferring the "lipstick on a pig" model. Why wouldn't you first
make an effort to design something great, and then tout its positive attributes? This
is how most great architecture is done -- a design or architecture firm creates a
design that meets the needs of all stakeholders. Where there are tradeoffs,
explanations can be made. Through great design, you can make something better
than its base components. The Seattle Library is an example of this. Ifitwas a
default building with mitigation, then you'd have something that no one cares about
(oruses). Instead, it had the approach of being creative, exciting, exhuberent and
built in exciting features that met the needs of all users, and inspired through a great
look and design mere passers-by. Itis on the list of great architectural achievements
and is an example of how a great design can make anotherwise simple plot of land
significant. You have this opporutnity here, you have taken the approach of "put a
roadway down and mitigate". This makes the project, by definition, a failure from the
start, and invites angry protests from most stakeholders. This section should provide |Omits or
a clear explaination for the design process chosen, or else it is incomplete. A SDEIS |ignores
Visual Quality |Section Walter needs to articulate why this is the best possible design. Instead, it assumesabad  |important
Vol. 1 85 236 Oelwein design and describes the way it apologizes for it. info
311288 "Community input during the early stages of the I-5 to Medina project helped identify |Omits or
important visual quality and character features that were of concern." The reason  |ignores
the community had concerns was because you placed default roadway placement  |important
rather than proposed designs that would actually make the community happy. If you [info; Specific
had said, "We have enlisted a top-design firm, and they have identified a way to design
remove this freeway from your views and elminiate noise altogether, while designing |alternatives
in increased throughput and mass-transit" -- how much "community input” would you |that would
need at that point other than -- "How soon can we get rid of this awful existing reduce
freeway that destroys the local area?" You could have done this if you proposed a  |impacts but
Visual Quality [Section Walter tube or tunne